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ABSTRACT
Fifteen case studies of separated/divorced people showed that
involvement with interpersonal and social attachments was crucial to a
sense of well-being. The pattern and function of these attachments
constituted a support system. A marital loss tended to disrupt these
attachments and trigger a crisis, or series of crises, highlighted
by
grief and loneliness. Adjustment to a marital loss was not so much a
matter of time providing for the grief and loneliness to
end as it was
a matter of replacement of the lost attachments
which resulted in some
form of adjusted, rebuilt support system.
The process o£ adjusting and rebuilding a support
system involved
two elements: style, the way in which a
formerly married person tended
to form attachments; and focus, the
meaning and direction of the
attachments made by the formerly married
person.
Of particular value was the use of
the Social Atom model which
provided a method for assessing the
nature, quality and ‘inetioa of
separated/divorced person's support system.
The model provn
listing the function of given
attachments, the impact of the
attach-
ments and the attachment changes
that occurred during the
divorcing
V\
experience. It provided a graphic representation of the relationship
patterns of the formerly married individual; it also graphically showed
where losses had occurred in the support system. Its value extended to
offering the separated/divorced person a tool for intentionally
rebuilding a system of functionally supportive associations.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
,
PURPOSE AND PROCEDURES
Introduction
Why is it that some people adjust quickly to a marital separation
while others continue to experience unhappiness and pain for extended
periods of time? Why is it that remarriage is the usual choice for a
high percentage of formerly married people? Why is it that for some
separated/divorced people the grief over the marital loss has such a
profound impact on their lives, sending shock waves through relation-
ships with friends, parents, work, and peers, while for others there is
barely a ripple in their life? These questions have been generated by
the increasing number of people requesting counseling with the author
because of their marital loss and by the proliferation of articles,
books, public discussions and courses on divorce and separation. These
questions have also been focused for the author through a series of
seminars offered to people who were separated and/or divorced. Five
series of seminars, each of eight sessions meeting two hours once a
week have to date been conducted by the author and his associates.
Seventy-five people have participated in the seminars. They repre-
sented a variety of social contexts: undergraduate and graduate
university students; university staff and faculty; business people,
"non-ski lied" and clerical workers and non-university
professional
people.
The seminars were conceived to be focused toward
education an!
information rather than therapy and counseling.
Discussion and the
2expression of feelings around the topics presented by the leaders was
the format followed for seven of the eight sessions. For the last
session the participants were asked to prepare a "self-map," a con-
struction of lines, shapes, colors and pictures that represented how
they perceived their divorcing experience and where they were presently
in that experience. Wine, crackers and cheese were served while people
shared what they wished of their self-map. The design of eight
sessions each with a specific topic was based on a continuing program
of research at the Laboratory of Community Psychiatry, Harvard Medical
School, Harvard University, Boston, Massachusetts. Partial results of
that research are reported by Robert Weiss in Loneliness (1973) and
"The Fund of Sociability" (1969) . Appendix A contains an outline of
the seminar contents. Leadership for four of the seminar series was
provided by the director of the Albany County, Wyoming, Mental Health
Center and the author. For the fifth series of seminars, three 1 ormer
participants were asked to be co—leaders with the primary function of
being available to lead discussion sections and to rap with partici
pants informally before and after the meetings.
The participants in the seminars responded to the following an-
nouncement, made through both printed and broadcast media and sent to
those who were referred by friends and former participate 3.
Eight meetings on marital separation are being planned for
people
who have been recently separated/divorced (recently meaning
the last twelve months or so) . The seminars will be
held under the
sponsorship of the University Common Ministry and the
Albany Coun y
Mental Health Center. Dick Putney and Hal Wedel will
direct the
seminars. A registration fee of $2.00 will be required to
cover
costs of coffee, tea and supplies.
3Settings for the seminars will be informal. The format will :.c to
have a presentation on an aspect of separation/divorce follow d by
discussion on the evening's topic. Topics to be presented ar^
1. Emotional dynamics and consequences of separation; 2. Conti \ng
relationship with ex-spouse; 3. Impact of separation on relate
with family, friends and associates; 4. Impact of separation e
relationship with children; 5. Dating and work activities; 6. ' • x
and being single again; 7. How to get, use and give help; 8. Where
do I go from here: writing a ’self-map.'
In holding these seminars the intent is to provide the participants
with useful information, a place to explore their feelings about
their separation and an environment where support and caring are
present
.
In spite of the reference in the announcement to recently separated/
divorced people, many participants came who were divorced for longer
than a year, a few for two or more years. It appears that people were
responding to their need and not to the boundaries that had been
created around the seminars. That was a cue that time did not neces-
sarily "heal" or deaden the impact of separation or divorce. Although
no detailed check has been made, it also appears that about thirty
percent of the participants have entered into personal counseling or
therapy. Many of those seeking such help have worked with the two
seminar leaders in both individual and group counseling contexts. This
use of professional help by almost a third of the participants, along
with the fact that former participants did most of the recruiting of
new participants, adds to the author's impression that the seminars
attracted people who were very serious about learning to cope
with
their separation/divorce experience and to make it a learning,
growing
opportunity.
Three assumptions have been made by the auLhor
as a result of
working with the seminars. One is that people
require attachments so
4as to achieve a sense of self-identity. The second is that adjustment
to the loss of a marriage partner requires that the function or
functions played by that partner must be compensated for in some
fashion. The third is that functional attachments constitute a person-
al support system. These assumptions have been developed in this paper
so as to achieve understanding about how separated/divorced people
maintain, alter or change their system of attachments and to appreciate
what impact this system has on coping with marital loss.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this paper is to describe the types and patterns
of personal and social attachments of people who have experienced a
marital separation/divorce and to explore the function of the attach-
ments as they meet specific needs for involvement.
To provide a description of relationship types, patterns and
functions fifteen case studies of separated/divorced people are
presented. These cases are of people who had participated in the
seminars conducted by the author. For each case a model of the system
of relationships has been developed. This model is called a
Social
Atom, a picture of the functional system of supports maintained
by a
given person.
The remainder of this chapter discusses research
that provides
background and support for exploration of association
needs of most
people; purpose and function of the case studies;
the Social Atom
concept as employed in this paper; the
methodology used in obtaining
data for the paper; limitations and
boundaries of the paper; and the
5possible significance of both the approach used to collect data and the
data itself. The chapters following this one are: Chapter II - -
Review of the Literature; Chapter III Respondent's Case Studies and
Social Atoms; Chapter IV - - Assessment and Comparison of Social Atoms;
Chapter V - - Conclusions, Summary and Implications.
Background
Although expressed in differing terms, a number of researchers
have expressed the conviction that association with others is crucial
to a sense of well-being. Robert Weiss (1969) talks about these asso-
ciations as functional relationships. William Glasser (1972) refers to
involvement with others as central to a healthy identity. J. L. Moreno
(1953) conceptualizes associations in terms of a social atom. Gerald
Caplan (1972) discusses association patterns from the perspective of
support systems. Disruption or loss of these various associations
results in ill-health (Caplan), a sense of isolation or loneliness
(Moreno), a turn-in on one's self (Glasser), and a feeling of incom-
pleteness (Weiss) . Separation and divorce is the loss of a basic
association or attachment and can result in significant alterations in
other associations also, such as with kin and friends (cf. Miller
[Bohannan], 1970). Further, separation/divorce is a turning point,
an
opportunity for a new beginning (Steinzor, 1969), the establishment
of
new associations, testing old ones and altering their
importance to the
person experiencing the loss. By looking at the
association patterns
- the support system - of people separated/divorced,
a better under-
standing of the functions and values of a given
system is likely.
6General consensus in the literature on divorce exists to support
the conviction that the experience of actual physical separation is
the most traumatic point in the divorcing process, with divorce simply
the legal closure of the marriage relationship in most cases (cf. Hunt,
1966; Goode, 1956). Therefore, the entire divorcing process is
referred to as separation/divorce and individuals going through that
process as formerly married, a phrase borrowed from Morton Hunt (1966).
In talking about relationship patterns or support systems J. L.
Moreno’s term "social atom" has been adopted. Moreno’s definition for
the term is that social atoms are networks of interaction, attraction,
repulsion and indifference centering around a given individual. The
relationships vary according to context and function (roles in Moreno’s
description) of the interaction between the person and those in the
support system (Moreno, 1953, pp. 292-293). Moreno’s system of socio-
graming and his four categories of interpersonal associations (home,
work, sexual and cultural) will not be used, as this system and tnc
categories are not consistent with other perspectives on associations
and do not include groups as possible elements ot the support system.
Moreno’s general concept of a system of associations as comprising a
social atom is, however, a very graphic expression of the inter-
relationship of a given individual with both persons and groups.
For this paper a social atom model of the author’s own
design will
be used to illustrate a given individual’s support
system. The signif-
icance of building a picture of the social atom of
formerly married
people Is that it Is possible to better understand
the impact of sepa-
ration and divorce on the Individual, since
this impact centers around
7involvement with others: the former partner, children (if there are
any), family and friends. Through this model counselors and the
formerly married themselves will have a tool that can be used in clar-
ifying involvement patterns, a tool that does provide guidelines in the
process of re-building a sense of identity as a formerly married
person.
Case Studies
Case studies of fifteen formerly married people are presented for
the purpose of describing the divorcing experience, association or
involvement patterns following separation and perceptions of identity
as formerly married persons. These people were selected at random from
volunteers who participated in the seminars for separated/divorced
people. The function of the case studies is to illustrate the concerns
and issues that the seminar participants revealed. These issues are:
loss of a sense of self-worth and well-being; nature of ties with
family and friends; feelings of failure and guilt in terms of not
meeting society’s and one’s own ideal of being able to maintain a
marriage relationship; a deep sense of grief comparable with that expe-
rienced at the death of a love object (and the consequent feelings of
loneliness) ; a dawning awareness of freedom and new beginnings
or
growth. The case studies illustrate these issues as they
pertain to
particular individuals and to that individual's social atom.
A de-
scriptive approach presented in the form of case
studies seems to be
the most useful way to look at the separation/divorce
effect on an
individual's support system, for it offers the
opportunity to view the
8process of associations in a wholistic manner (cf. Katz, Festinger,
1953, p. 138) and from the point of view of the person experiencing
the separation/divorce. Goode (1956, pp. 90, 113) stresses that the
key to understanding the impact of divorce is to know how the divorced
person perceives the experience. Hunt concurs and states, . . It is
what the FM [formerly married] himself sees or believes about his own
case that most affects his thinking, adjustment or maladjustment to his
new status” (p. 25). Willard Waller in his 1936 study of divorce used
the case study method because he believed that he would arrive at a
better understanding of divorce by an intensive study of a few people
than by a more focused analysis of many people. He said that one or
two well understood cases are better for they are based on persons as a
whole (pp. 316 ff). He did, however, suggest some difficulties with
the case study method (cf. pp. 316, 322, 328). The investigator tends
to see that for which he or she is looking. Similar to this criticism
is the possibility that the respondents tend to tell the investigator
what he or she wants to hear or to present themselves in what they
believe to be the best possible light. It is also possible that people
will not talk freely or tell the whole truth; perhaps they will even
lie. Waller’s response to this danger is that,
In an interview one learns more, and more important things, and
things which are more likely to be true. In an interview one has
the opportunity to evaluate statements, to check up, to give a
person an opportunity and an invitation to qualify them, to ask
brazen questions, to demand to be told the truth (p. 32S)
.
Another possible limitation of developing case studies
from inter-
viewing people about painful or emotionally disquieting
events and ex-
periences that occurred from a few months to a few
years in the past is
9that people may forget or remember only selectively. Just how much
time is required for recall of an event to fade from memory is not
clear, but the research of Casey, Masuda and Holmes (1967) suggests
that it takes a period longer than nine months to affect the magnitude
of recall of major life events. As a matter of fact, they suggest that
time may not affect consistency of recall at all. Instead, recall is
more likely to be affected by the value of an event; the greater the
value, the greater the consistency of recall (cf. pp. 244-245). The
subjects of the case studies have evidenced both significant impact
from being separated/divorced, and a serious intent to understand and
cope with that impact. This is shown in the voluntary attendance at
the seminars, the high rate of recruitment of future participants by
seminar graduates, and by the one third of the participants who con-
tinue to explore the meaning of their separation through counseling.
Social Atom
Since this paper is an exploration of marital separation and the
effects of attachments on the separation experience, it was necessary
to develop a method to depict the pattern of attachments and their
functions. The Social Atom model as shown in Figure 1 was developed
for this purpose. The concept of a social atom is that oi J. L.
Moreno. However, the work and thinking of three people contributed to
the model that is used in this paper: J. L. Moreno (cf. Who Shall
Survive, 1953, pp. 292 ff .) , who developed the process of sociograming
Carl Hollander, director of the Colorado Psychodrama Center, Denver,
10
FIGURE 1
SOCIAL ATOM MODEL
Colorado; and the work of Robert Weiss (1969) dealing with the func-
tional character of associations.
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Moreno s sociogram idea is a depiction of the matrix of acquaint-
ances that an individual has in a given situation or context at any
§iven period of time. This matrix is determined, in Moreno's process,
by asking a series of questions related to the sub-systems of work,
home, sex and cultural relations (1953, pp. 292-293). An example of
these questions as they would be for the sub-system of work are:
1. list the names of all people with whom you are acquainted at work;
2. of these, who do you enjoy having as guests in your home; 3. with
whom do you like to work when called upon to do a job requiring cooper-
ative effort.
Carl Hollander uses a series on concentric circles radiating out
from a nucleus or core representing the self. Hollander uses this
model of a support system as part of the training in Psychodrama,
training that the author has participated in. The Hollander model is
contextually oriented in that it is possible to relate it to any given
situation or environment in which the person functions. Thus, using
one's self as the core of the atom, people are placed at points on the
circles that indicate the strength of attraction and importance to the
individual at the core. Strongest, ties would be closest to the core;
significant hut weaker ties would be correspondingly further awa> from
the core.
Robert Weiss' notion (1969, pp. 29 ft.) is that there are f r/e
specific functional relationships, each ot equal strength and
impor-
tance to the individual, but differing in the functions that
they
12
provide. These functions are: 1. Intimacy - relationships that
provide for effective emotional integration; 2. Social Integration -
relationships in which experiences, information and ideas are shared;
3. Nurturant Opportunity — relationships through which care and respon-
sibility for another person are provided; 4. Reassurance of Worth -
relationships that attest to a person's own sense of competence and
adequacy in fulfilling a given role; 5. Assistance and Guidance - rela-
tionships that provide service and help for the individual. Generally,
a specific relationship provides for only one or two functions, though
some relationships meet three or more functions.
The Social Atom model devised for this paper is an integration of
these three concepts and models of interpersonal associations. It is
the skeleton on which each respondent fleshed out the system of rela-
tionships that they deemed important to their identity, the associa-
tions that they believed to be functional during their divorcing
experience. In the model employed in this paper are to be found five
functions, similar to those outlined by Weiss above, but unique in many
respects
.
Intimacy : relationships that provide for effective, emotional
operation and integration of one's emotional processes. Such
relationships provide for the feeling of being fully accepted; o.
being cared for unconditionally; of being trusted and trusting
another. Generally, intimate roles are dyadic, involving one
special person. Such a special relationship tends to be of long-
term duration involving close proximity, and frequent contact.
"Long-term," "proximity," and "frequent contact" are points on a
person's behavior options continuum: short to long, close to r,
seldom to frequent. Each person defines for him or her sell what
these points are; for what is central is that the role of intimacy
is perceived as functional by the individual selecting tfho is
in
the support system.
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-Friendship: relationships in which personal experiences, infor-
mation and ideas are freely shared. The consequence is that a
person has the sense of "being okay," of having value to another
and being valued by that other person. Friendships can be with one
or a number of people at any given time. Length, frequency and
proximity are quite variable in friendship relationships.
Nurture of, Responsibility for Another Person : relationships in
which an individual exercises concern for, chooses to be available
to another person in a caring or nurturing fashion. Typically the
relationship of a parent to a child is a nurturing function carried
out: by the parent for the child. Other relationships may also be
nurturing relationships in which one gives support, maintenance, or
otherwise contributes to the growth - emotionally and physically -
stability, health or well-being of another person. The number of
such relationships, their length and intensity are peculiar to the
given relationship.
Peer or Professional : relationships that give evidence to a person
that he or she has skills, knowledge and abilities that together
mean competence in doing a given job or task. Such professional or
peer relationships may be competetive or collaborative in style, of
brief or long duration, or may be within a system or with an
individual. In a system, the relationship is with a collective
generally rather than with a given person, therefore competence or
value is usually measured in terms of rewards such as salary,
status, or power. Such relationships have the consequence of af-
firming one's sense of competency or adequacy in doing a job and in
being a person of professional value.
Guidance or Assistance : relationships that one seeks out in order
to obtain specific help, a given service, advice or support for
dealing with a particular problem or issue. Often such relation-
ships are of short duration, the consequence of a specific need
that is time limited. Central to this type of relationship is that
a particular need motivates a person to seek out another for help.
Counseling, therapy, courses of study in a given subject, training
in a specific skill are examples of this type of relationship.
Such relationships may be with either individuals or groups and be
for short or long terms.
Other: relationships that provide functions, meet needs, not
included in the other five categories, but are important and of
value to a given individual.
The pie-shaped sections in the model in Figure 1 correspond to the
six
functions outlined above. In the model the core marked "self" is
to
represent the self of the person using the model. Functional
relations
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may be with one or more individuals; further, involvement may be with
a collective or group, such as Parents Without Partners (a social-
educational group for single parents) or a therapy group or a work
unit. Some of the attachments may be short-term, others long-term. An
attachment may be located in more than one function. What is basic to
determining whetner an attachment should be in the social atom is the
impact and function at the moment that the given relationship has:
does the involvement make a difference in the eyes of the individual
building a model of his support system.
In a completed model there would be initials placed in the various
sections corresponding to attachments that relate to the specific
function; where no function was being met that section would be empty
of initials. For some functions there might be a number of initials,
indicating many attachments related to that function. The initials
would be in black for a person or red for a group. They would be
placed at a distance from "self" that "felt" right to the respondent.
Lines would be drawn from "self" to the initials that represented the
most significant or impactful relationships. Circles would be around
initials of people or groups that were located in more than one
function. An "X" through a set of initials would indicate a relation-
ship not. in existence prior to the marital separation. Instructions
given to the respondents for filling out their social atom model are
contained in the following section on Methodology.
15
Methodology
As a means of obtaining information and material for the case
studies, the fifteen respondents were given a form to fill out asking
for specific biographical information; they were then interviewed and
asked to prepare a social atom model. Based on the information
obtained the author then developed a social atom model reflecting his
observations and understanding of the individual’s present support
system.
The respondents . All fifteen case studies are based on people
who participated in the separated/divorced seminars discussed above and
who volunteered to be subjects for the paper. Thirty of the seventy-
five seminar participants volunteered and fifteen were selected at
random to be respondents, with the only criteria being availability to
be interviewed and a willingness to be present and to discuss their
support system. This sample of convenience is composed of nine women
and six men representing a wide range of marital experiences. The
median age. when married was twenty-one, with the earliest age married
being seventeen years old and the oldest age being thirty years old.
The length of marriage ranged from four months to seventeen years with
the median at five and a half years. Four people had no children; four
people, had three children; four had two children; and three had one
child. The median number of children was one and a half. The shortest
time separated was one month, the longest time was three years and four
months with the median length of separation being six months. All
respondents had been married only once and at the time of the interview
16
were, not living with their former partner nor were they remarried or
living in a marriage-like situation. Appendix B contains a copy of the
biographical Information form filled out by each respondent.
The interview. A structured interview was held with each of the
respondents. The focus was to determine patterns of associations and
involvements following the person’s separation/divorce, the person’s
adjustment to being formerly married, and what other significant losses
of attachment figures the person had experienced. The questions asked
in the interviews were as follows.
1. What stands out for you as most significant, impactful, in
your life since you separated/divorced your former partner?
2. What or who gives you a sense of continuity, of focus, of
having meaning, of being fairly secure right now? How is this
activity or person different than when you were married?
3. What activities and people most engage your interest and time
now?
a. What meaning or value do these activities or people have
for you?
b. How are these activities or relationships different than
when you were with your former partner?
4. Since your separation/divorce how have you been different or
changed from when you were with your former partner?
5. Whose decision was it to separate/divorce?
6. How do you feel about that decision now?
Where necessary, additional questions were asked to clarify specific
points
.
Social Atom model . The model shown in Figure 1 above was given
to the respondents to fill out following the structured interview.
To
17
guide respondents in properly preparing the model, they were given the
following instructions.
1. What significant associations with individuals do you have now?
Place the initials of these people in the appropriate section
your social atom, noting the best distance for them from
your "self." It is possible that an individual plays more than
than one function for you. Use the black pen.
2. Draw a line(s) from your "self" to the one or more individuals
who you feel is (are) most significant to you, people who right
now you would least like to lose. Use the black pen.
3. Circle the initials of individuals who play more than one
function for you. For example, if an individual's initials are
in "Intimacy" and "Peer/Professional," circle the initials in
both places, using the black pen.
4. Now, go back and do the same process for groups or organi-
zations or activities that you are involved in and that seem to
play functions like those functions listed in the social atom.
Use initials. Draw a line(s) to any activity, group or organi-
zation that you believe is most significant to you right now,
if one or more are. Circle any initials that are located in
more than one function. Use the red pen.
5. Go back over your atom and, starting where you would like,
discuss and describe what each of the associations that you
have listed means to you - what difference that person or group
makes in your life right now.
6. Again go over your atom and decide if there are any changes you
would like to make: additions, deletions, moves from one role
to another and tell me what these changes would be.
7. How do you feel about your atom and the. people that you have
populated your life with? How about your group involvements?
8. Now go back over your atom and place an "X" through the
initials of those people and groups that you had no association
with when you were with your former partner; that is, cross-out
those, associations that you have developed since your sepa-
ration/divorce.
9. What have you learned about yourself as a result of doing Y°ur
social atom? What reactions do you have about your self? What
reactions do you have to the process?
18
The resulting model done by the respondent is called a Self-Perceived
Social Atom model.
Based on the author’s observations and understanding of the re-
spondent's support system, an Observed Social Atom model was prepared.
j.he purpose of the Observed model was to integrate interview data and
inrormation obtained from discussion with a respondent about his
Psfceived model. The Observed model was to resolve, from the per-
spective of the author, differences between what a respondent said
about his involvements and the model they presented. A comparison of
the Self-Perceived model and the Observed model was then made.
Limitations and Boundaries
Relationship patterns presented for the fifteen respondents in the
Social Atom models prepared by them and by the author cannot be used as
predictors of specific relationship patterns for formerly married
people as a specific population. However, the method employed to
elicit the patterns can be used to determine the associations of any
individual at any given moment or period of time in his life.
By labeling the functional relations on the Social Atom model and
then asking respondents to report their associations according to those
functions, it is possible that some respondents were inclined to
indicate at least one association for each of the functions simply to
comply with the assumed expectations of the interviewer. A guard
against this was the structured interview and discussion about
responses, for the respondents were asked about the value, function and
context of each relationship.
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No attempt has been made to speculate on the causes of marital
failure, tempting though it may be to do so. Hunt suggests that to
generalize about causes for separation or divorce, either sociological
or psychological, is to miss the perceptions that the formerly married
person has on his or her experience: "For it is what the FM himself
sees or believes about his own case that most affects his thinking
about himself and his adjustment or maladjustment to his new status"
(p. 25). And it is this self-understanding and perception of associ-
ations that is the central focus of this paper. As it is not of value
to speculate on the causes of separation, neither is it of value to
hypothesize about the elements in a fulfilling marriage; nor is it
possible to project the future trends of marital stability. In short,
the paper is not particularly concerned with marriage, good or bad, or
separation/divorce as a sign of personal or social health or illness,
but only with the support relationships of formerly married people.
However, conjecture about the character of support systems, functional
relationships or the social atoms of people who are separated does seem
to be a value that this paper offers. Another temptation avoided is
the offering of advice to formerly married people about what the idea],
support system should be. But it is hoped formerly married people and
counselors who work with them will be encouraged to explore the value
of studying social atoms and to be aware of their function in living
through the divorcing experience. No attempt has been made to describe
the legal and economic issues in separation/divorce. From material
presented by Goode (1956), Waller (1967) and Fisher (1968) it appears
that economic and legal matters are often the vehicles through
which a
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relationship is continued after the separation, though they are often
not recognized as serving this function by the former partners. The
substantive matters of money, custody of children, property, and visi-
tations are not within the scope of this paper.
Significance
The impact of separation/divorce is disruptive of one's support
system. The extent of this disruption varies according to the script
or theme of each divorcing experience. But the adjustment a person
makes does seem to be directly related to the strength and adequacy of
the person's system of associations. This paper illustrates the impact
of separation/divorce on the support system and the consequent effect
on adjustment of the state of the support system.
Use of the Social Atom model by formerly married people will
provide a tool to help in evaluating their existing functional rela-
tionships and determining any gaps that appear to require filling or
alterations of continuing attachments. Further, people other than
those formerly married can benefit from an examination of their support
systems. The study of social atoms should be useful for counselors,
therapists and others who work with formerly married people; for such
study can reveal difficulties in an individual's association pattern
that might be contributing or related to emotional or physical
discomfort (cf. Caplan, 1972), loss of identity (cf. Glasser, 1972) and
complications in adjusting to events in one's life. Hopefully this
paper will have direct utility for both helpers of the formerly married
and the formerly married themselves.
As a result of this work, it is hoped that others will be
encouraged to explore the significance of support systems to other
experiences and situations beyond separation and divorce.
21
Further, training in the establishment and maintenance of one's support
system is a consequence that hopefully will be an outcome of this
project. For, if nothing else, a greater awareness of and sensitivity
to the importance of personal and social attachments would be a most
useful contribution of the information and experiences presented in the
following pages.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Separation/divorce is an experience with many facets. The Review
of the Literature will focus primarily on the available hard data about
who and how many people are divorcing; on the separation/divorce expe-
rience as a series of events, both personal and social; and on the
nature and function of support systems, since this particular study is
an exploration of the effect of separation/divorce on an individual’s
support system.
Statistics of Separation/Divorce
"I never thought it would happen to me,” is a phrase frequently
expressed by people who have just experienced a marital separation.
From general magazine articles and party conversations it would appear
that marital separation is at least a popular subject and a situation
being experienced by an increasingly greater number of people each
year; there is even a new magazine being published, Marriage and
Divorce . How much this increase in marital separation is simply an
appearance, how much a fact is not entirely certain. Reliable figures
for separation do not exist; and for divorce in the United States the
situation is not much better. For example, accurate, reliable data as
of 1974 on divorce rates by age, sex, state and the United States
nationally are just not available (Krishnan, Kayani, 1974, p. 72). A
primary reason for this lack of data stems from the insufficient
the Divorce Registration Area (DRA)number of states participating in
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of the National Center for Health Statistics, plus incomplete reporting
by those states that do participate. As of 1969, the year used for the
most complete DRA figures on divorce as of this writing, twenty-eight
states were included in the Divorce Registration Area. Divorces and
annulments for those twenty-eight states comprised 59% of the national
totals for 1969 (Nat. Ctre. for Health Statistics, 1973, pp. 4-5).
What is known, using figures from the National Center for Health
Statistics, is that the total reported number of divorces, from all
sources, in 1967 for the United States was 523,000; by 1969 this total
had increased by 22% to a reported 639,000 (pp. 1-2). Based on the
same source, the provisional divorce totals for the United States in
1970 are 715,000; for 1971, 768,000 and; for 1972, 839,000.
The increases in the last few years are due in part to two factors:
(1) the increase of the population of the United States, particu-
larly of the married population, and (2) changes in the composition
of the population in favor of sub-groups with high divorce rates,
such as married persons in their teens and twenties. Increases
beyond this must be attributed to more obscure causes such as
changes in social, psychological and attitudinal variables (pp.
1- 2 )
.
According to Krishnan and Kayani (p. 74), the overall divorce rate
estimate for women increased by 45.7% from 1960 to 1969 (9.2 per 1,000
married women in 1960 to 13.4 per 1,000 in 1969). Divorce in the
United States for the years from 1953 to 1969 rose at the rate of 64%
(Nat. Ctre., pp. 19-20). Their data also indicates that in the same
nineteen year period there was a 155% increase in the number of
divorces involving children of divorcing partners (p. 20). Based on
the research of Abbott L. Ferris, whose data shows 375,000 women aged
14 years and older were divorced in 1955 while 523,000 aged 14
years
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and older were divorced in 1967, it appears that there is a
slightly increasing percentage of married women obtaining a divorce
. . in the twelve-year period from 1955 to 1967 (1970, pp. 76-80).
What is clear is that no consistent reserach has been done on U. S.
rates, since what has been done is based on differing periods
of time and age references. further, Ferris (p. 80) questions even
the utility of annual divorce rates. Basing divorce rates on a
comparison of couples with the same number of years of marriage would
be, he suggests, a more sensitive index of divorce for all married
couples.
Morton Hunt (1966, p. 19) says that 50% of all marriages ending
in divorce last ten or more years before being dissolved; 13% last more
than twenty years. His estimates are as follows for marriages that end
in divorce: 18% last four years or less; 29% last five to nine years;
31% last ten to fourteen years; and 22% last fifteen or more years.
According to the National Health Center report (p. 23), "In 1969, in
all DRA states combined, 25 percent of all divorces were granted within
3.2 years after marriage, 50 percent within 6.9 years, and 75 percent
within 14.1 years." From these two sets of figures, it appears that
marriage tenure is becoming shorter before a divorce occurs, since
data from the Center was obtained in 1969 and Hunt’s data in 1960.
Based on the 1969 figures from the DRA states, the modal age
group for husbands divorcing was 25-29; for wives the modal age group
was 20-24. On the extreme ends of the age continuum of those
divorcing, 2% of the husbands and 17% of the wives were 65 years of
age and older; 1% of the husbands and 4% of the wives were still
in
25
their teens. For both men and women the age specific divorce rates in
1969 were highest for those in their early twenties: 34% of the men
and 30.7% of the women were twenty to twenty-four years old (Nat.
Ctre.
, pp. 5-6). Krishnan and Kayani report that the age levels in
which the greatest increase occurred from 1960 to 1969 were twenty to
twenty—four years for both men and women and over thirty years for
women (p. 74). Divorce rates for teenagers both men and women were
lower than for the twenty to twenty-four years old age group: 19% for
teenagers and 28.2% for the twenty to twenty-four year olds per 1,000
divorces. In the DRA reporting states in 1969 the median age for men
obtaining a divorce was 33.5 years and for women 30.1 years (Nat.
Ctre.
,
p. 6)
.
Since the divorce rate is highest among those in their early
twenties, it is fair to assume that a large number of people getting a
divorce were married in their teens. Almost one-fifth of all men and
one-half of all women who were divorced in 1969 had been married while
in their teens. A further 40% of all divorced men and 30% of all
divorced women had been married in their early twenties (ages 20 to
24). Thus about 60% of all divorced men were first married when under
twenty-five years of age and 75% of all divorced women were first
married before age twenty-five. For men first marrying when they were
twenty-five to thirty-nine years of age 30% were divorced according to
the 1969 figures; for women in the same age group when first married
20% were divorced according to figures from 1969. Figures from the
same year indicate that 10% of the men and 6% of the women were first
married when forty years of age or older (Nat. Ctre., p. 7). \Jhat
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information is available from the twenty-eight DRA states indicated
that 70/ of the men and women who obtained a divorce in 1969 had been
married only once; 20% had been married twice (Nat. Ctre.
,
p. 13).
Short-term statistics can be very misleading and provide a poor
picture of marriage stability over an extended period of time. For
example, in 1946 there was an excessively high rate of divorce, about
18 out of every 1,000 women fifteen years of age and older obtained a
divorce, while in 1969 the rate for women in this same age group was
11 per 1,000 (Ferris, p. 74). According to Ferris (p. 74) his research
indicated that with rising prosperity the divorce rate increases and
during periods of economic decline it decreases; but in general, he
believes that forcasting divorce trends is a rather unreliable process.
Various meanings have been ascribed to the changing divorce rates
and ages of those divorcing. To Hunt (pp. 292-293) the apparent
increase of marital divorce is not so much a repudiation of marriage,
but rather the result of very high needs and expectations placed on
marriage:
The wide use of divorce today is not a sign of a diminished desire
to be married, but of an increased desire to be happily married
. . . It [divorce] is the necessary corollary of our elevated ideal
of marriage, our valuation of emotional health, and our respect for
the individual’s right to seek happiness.
This may account for the fact that in any given year, it is estimated
that 20% of those obtaining a divorce had been previously divorced
(Bernard, 1956, p. 107). Paul Bohannan has a similar view to that of
Hunt; he says, "Divorcees are people who have not achieved a good
marriage - they are also people who would not settle for a bad one
(1970, p. 54).
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To further substantiate the idea that increases in the number and
rate of divorces is not simply a social illness, Bernard Steinzor
points out that though there is an increase in the number of divorces,
there is also an increase in the number of marriages. He uses the
following figures for the United States to make his point: in 1969 8%
of the women age thirty-five were unmarried while in 1900 20% of the
women at age thirty-five were unmarried. For men in 1969 14% were
unmarried at age thirty-five while in 1900 30% were unmarried at that
age (1969, pp. 12-13). Thus it would appear that increased divorce has
not discouraged marriage; but perhaps increased marriage has contrib-
uted to divorce. And, though there are only scanty figures, it would
appear that the divorced get re-married. In 1948, for example, 99% of
all divorced people remarried (p. 181); and the rate continues to be
high: 75% remarry within five years of being divorced (Bernard,
p. 65). Another perspective that tends to place divorce in a less
detrimental light in terras of social impact is to compare divorce with
other forms of dissolution of family living units, such as death. In
1890 thirty out of every one thousand marriages were ended by the
"premature” death of one of the partners; three out of every one
thousand marriages were ended by divorce in 1890. In 1950 for every
one thousand marriages, eighteen were ended by the early death of a
partner and ten by divorce. Thus there has been a long-term stability
in the maintenance of family living units (Stenzor, p. 207). It is
likely, also, that separation or divorce is becoming more acceptable
than desertion so that there is more appearance of an increase in
the
ending of family units, but that is due to more formal, reported
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endings. Steinzor believes that this is further evidence of a greater
willingness to end a disturbed marriage legally rather than through
desertion - it is divorce for good reasons. He further believes that
a higher divorce rate in 1969 may be a sign of social and personal
health when compared to previous years (pp. 204-209).
Although the number of divorces per year is increasing, the ending
of marriages seems to be continuing at a rate only slightly greater
than fifty to a hundred years ago in the United States. What increase
there is has been influenced by an increase in population, a preference
for intentional and legal methods for ending marriage rather than
desertion. Also, the decrease in the rate of death during middle years
and some improvement in the available data about divorce have influ-
enced the increase. Marriage tenure does appear to be shorter,
however, based on 1969 data, than in previous years. The highest rate
of divorces is found among those in their early twenties. Various
writers have suggested that marital endings are usually for good cause
and may mark the beginning of personal growth and change for at least
one of the divorcing partners. The following section in this chapter
explores the process of change from the perspective of how marriage and
divorce are perceived and how separation/divorce is experienced.
The Divorcing Experience as Process
Assumptions about marriage and divorce . How one experiences a
divorce is determined to a great degree by the assumptions one has
about the nature and purpose of marriage and by the prevailing
social
attitudes about marriage, family and divorce. Since a large
majority
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of people in the United States come from a social environment strongly
influenced by Christianity, some understanding of the Christian per-
spectives and beliefs about marriage and divorce seems important, for
as Norskov V. Olsen (1971, Intro.) says: "Our current Western views on
divorce are heavily influenced by the New Testament and its interpre-
tation by the Christian Church."
To understand the roots of this influence it is necessary to
briefly trace the thinking of six influential church leaders and theo-
logians: Augustine, Aquinas, Luther, Bullinger, Calvin and Milton.
St. Augustine and St. Aquinas represent the basic views held by the
Roman Catholic Church on marriage and divorce. Luther, as the voice of
the early Protestant reformation, deviated from the stand of the Roman
Church, and his views are basic to the non-Roman, non-Orthodox
position. Bullinger, Calvin and Milton expanded and to some extent
modified Luther’s views and influenced the resulting stand on marriage
and divorce taken by the Protestant Reformation Churches.
St. Augustine based his concepts and understandings of the
function of marriage on three points: procreation, faithfulness and
sacrament. ". . . husband and wife shall be one flesh" (King James
Translation of the Bible, Genesis, Chapter 2) was the basis for
Augustine believing that marriage was to produce children and to do
this in a bond of nurture, kindness and faithfulness to God, according
to Olsen (p. 2 ff.). Paul, in 1 Cor. 7:1-15 provided the foundation
for Augustine’s position that spouses have exclusive control and rights
over each other’s bodies j to maintain this exclusiveness is
faithfulness. Therefore, only adultery could be a basis for breaking
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the marriage bond since in adultery the exclusiveness would be violated,
but not invalidated. It then followed that neither partner could
remarry; if the guilty party died, then the wronged partner could
remarry (p. 2 ff.). Ephesians 5:32 was translated in the Latin Vulgate
to include the word "sacrament.'' Using this translation Augustine said
that marriage was one of the seven sacraments of the Christian Church.
This view put the church in the position of having sole jurisdiction
over marriage, since marriage was a sacred, not a secular matter. As a
sacrament, marriage was a symbol of the unity of Christ with his
Church. This made marriage undissolvable (p. 4 ff.).
St. Thomas Aquinas further developed this position established by
Augustine. According to Aquinas marriage was a great sacrament, equal
to all the other sacraments. "What Aquinas thus taught became the
perfect exposition of the doctrine of marriage within the Roman
Catholic Church, and four centuries later the Council of Trent [Nov.
11, 1563] confirmed it to be an absolute truth of faith" (p. 6).
But in spite of the teachings of Augustine and Aquinas, the Roman
Catholic Church did always and continues to allow for a kind of
divorce. This practice is done in two ways. The first is to allow
partners to be separated from bed and board; the second is to give an
absolute annulment by first asserting that the marriage had initially
been unlawfully contracted (p. 18).
Martin Luther did not agree with the Latin Vulgate translation
of
Ephesians 5:32. In his own translation, based on the Greek
New
Testament, Luther used "mystery" rather than sacrament.
The change of
just one word had a profound effect on views of marriage and
divorce.
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John Calvin, in rather caustic style, expressed his view of the use of
sacrament instead of mystery in these words translated by Olsen:
They [the Roman Catholics] have been deceived by the doubtful
signification of a Latin word, or rather by their ignorance of the
Greek language. If the simple fact had been observed, that the
word used by Paul is Mystery, no mistake would ever have occurred
(p. 95).
But in addition to this one word change, Luther asserted that marriage
could not be a sacrament since marriage had always been part of the
human condition and practiced by non-Christians. Another point he
made was that love as expressed in marriage is a natural process and
so not a matter of law. By seeing marriage as an expression of love
Luther appears to have had a rather high concept of marriage; he
therefore loathed divorce: "For my part I so greatly detest divorce,
that I should prefer bigamy to it" (quoted by Olsen, p. 46).
But Luther did believe there was justification for ending a
marriage. According to Olsen (p. 44 ff.) Luther's position fluctuated
some, but in general Luther suggested four reasons for terminating a
marriage relationship: adultery, ignorance of a former contracted
marriage, desertion, and a wife's refusal to "render the conjugal
duty." Luther did conceed that Jesus allowed only one justification
for divorce, adultery. And he did agree with Augustine that a primary
function of marriage was for procreation. All of Luther's views
beyond these two basic ones about marriage and divorce were strongly
influenced by his belief in human liberty, a belief supported by his
conviction that all people have the right of salvation for their
human
behavior. This right and the manner that one receives salvation
from
God cannot be blocked or dictated by church or secular
law (p. 52).
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A major consequence of Luther’s position - that marriage was not
a sacrament, that it was an expression of love, was practiced by both
non-Christians and Christians alike, and that salvation was available
to all people - was that he and all the reformers who followed his
lead recognized that the termination of a marriage was a matter for
secular authorities and not solely a religious and therefore, church
issue (p. 73).
Heinrich Bullinger
,
a Swiss theologian, preacher and contemporary
of Luther, expanded Luther’s views on the love character of marriage.
Bullinger asserted that a husband and wife should be of one mind,
disposition and temper (p. 73). This subtle expansion of Luther's
position set the stage for the view that marriage is more than a social
functional relationship, it is for companionship. John Milton, the
sixteenth century poet and theologian, years later developed
Bullinger 's view and concluded that ”. . .if divorce was permissible
for impotence, then it was equally well justified for incompatibility
of mind and temperament" (Quoted in Olsen, p. 73). Thus, if companion-
ship in the sense of mutuality is absent there exists the grounds for
separation and divorce according to Milton.
John Calvin was a conservative in his attitude toward divorce and
represents the restraints that have influenced a significant sector of
the non-Roman Christian Church in its views on divorce. The grounds on
which Calvin justified divorce were: adultery, impotence, extreme
religious incompatibility and desertion. During Calvin's time in
Geneva adultery was punishable by death, a practice not contested by
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Calvin (p. 99). As did Luther and Augustine, Calvin believed pro-
creation and protection against fornication were the primary purposes
of marriage (p. 100).
John Milton saw the purpose of marriage as the fulfilling of
conjugal love and helpfulness (p. 132 ff.). For his views on divorce,
Milton depended to a great extent on his interpretation of Deuteronomy
24.1. About this passage Milton said: "God permitted divorce, for
whatever was unalterably distasteful, whether in body or mind" (Quoted
in Olsen, p. 132). Milton believed that the mental pressure of incom-
patibility could be a danger to a person’s health and so shorten his
life. Thus, according to Olsen, in such cases Milton believed divorce
should be permitted (p. 133). Milton also believed that a divorce did
not prevent re-marriage (p. 136). Although Milton’s views were never
formerly adopted by any official church body, they have strongly
influenced Protestant Christian attitudes and social laws regarding
marriage and divorce (p. 136 ff.).
The issues raised by these six Church leaders four hundred years
and more ago are still the basic issues that surround the social and
religious attitudes and beliefs about marriage and divorce: marriage
is for procreation, nurture of childreii and is a symbol of God’s unity
with man ("What Cod has joined, let no man put asunder"); or marriage
is for companionship based on compatibility and love. Divorce is an
act of faithlessness toward God , denies the exclusive rights of
partners over each other; or divorce is a necessary relief from
physical and mental strain that can not be otherwise relieved. And
some would add that divorce is permissible when adultery has been
committed. The polarization of these issues is obvious: marriage
exists for children and the social/religious values it represents
versus the idea that marriage exists as an expression of interpersonal
love and companionship. Divorce views are polarized in the same way:
at one extreme it is an act of faithlessness toward God and partner
and at the other extreme it exists as a form of release from a rela-
tionship painful due to a void of companionship and love. The polar-
ization of these views was set early in Western Society. Changes and
modifications have been fairly recent, as evidenced in the increase in
both divorce and marriage, influenced by both social and value changes.
Further influence on the position and experience of divorce comes from
the mobile nature of our Western world which limits the availability of
support and guidance and concern for others. So marriage has become
very important for what it can offer in terms of support and identity
and divorce has become equally important when a marriage cannot fulfill
these needs. But outside of marriage, perhaps especially for the
divorcing person, there may be quite a void, a void that the early
church fathers saw filled by marriage. With an increase in divorce the
problem as seen by Hallett (1974) is one of broadening the resources
for the individual: "Unfortunately, intervention by a concerned person
is not as available in a mobile society . . . How to replace the
extended family, or how to replace the lack of community concern, has
become a problem of the times" (pp. 9-10).
In the Introduction to Willard Waller’s book The Old Love and The
New (1967) Bernard Farber talks about the two ideal types of family
structure, the companionship family and the institutional family,
a
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division similar to that between Milton and Augustine. The companion-
ship family is marked by equalitarian relations, minimal division of
labor, and interaction based on personal needs. When the companion-
ship ends or weakens, so does the marriage. The institutional family
is marked by its division of roles and its organization for economic
and social stability of all members of the family unit (p. XV ff.).
These distinctions may be more academic than real for many people when
they face the experience of a divorce, however. The experience for
them is complicated because both definitions are real and functional
personally and for those around them such as their reference community.
So, not only is the divorced or divorcing person caught up in the
morass of his or her own personal disorganization and emotional pain,
but is also caught in the morass of our changing society (Fisher, 1968,
p. 235). The emerging dominant personal and social perception of
marriage seems to be that marriage is for personal happiness and mutual
affection.
The theory that marriage must be for life, come hell or anything
close to it, does not mesh with the increasing demand on marriage
as a creative act of mutual love carried on with judiciousness and
effort to reduce hatred and mistrust and increase spontaneity and
affection between partners (Steinzor, p. 5).
Jessie Bernard, writing in Bohannan’s book Divorce and After
(1970) points out that this emerging view of marriage, is most clearly
seen in the grounds used for divorce:
By specifying the conditions acceptable for ending a marriage,
that is, acceptable grounds, divorce tells us the minimum require-
ments deemed necessary for a marriage . . . The new conception of
marriage, thus revealed, holds that people are bound to one
another by ties of love, affection, companionship - even duty and
obligation - rather than by legal force . . . Perhaps no other
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ground so clearly reflects the changing conception of marriage
today as does cruelty. Spouses do not even have to accept
unkindness from one another (pp. 4 and 20).
Particularly is this desire for happiness and mutuality evident: in the
tools most often used to protest the loss of intimacy in a marriage.
Money and sex are the most common vehicles used today to carry the
feelings of emotional disengagement (Bohannan, p. 33 ff.). Use of both
money and sex, primary social symbols to convey to self and others how
we are feeling, is a very powerful way to reward or punish a partner
who is believed to be diminishing our happiness and satisfaction in a
marriage. Steinzor (p. 9) stresses that divorce is an act of freedom
based on the assumptions that personal relations should seek to
maximize relations that promise growth "... with a radical and open-
hearted passion." And he emphasizes that people should ". . . Always
be alert not to slip into the attitude of feeling cheated and
victimized by life." William Glasser (1972) reflects the growing
emphasis on personal satisfaction and happiness in marriage when he
compares marriage in the survival society to marriage in the identity
society (similar to the companionship and institutional comparison by
Farber mentioned above). "Although the civilized survival society was
socially more stable than the identity society because fewer marriages
ended in divorce, it was much more painful for lonely, sexually
frustrated men and women locked into unhappy marriages (p. 207). T’ni
is the same view held throughout Krantzler's Creative Divor ce, (1975),
that divorce is not only an ending, but an opportunity for a new
beginning.
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But William Goode (1956) perceived marriage stability as of
higher value than happiness, "Divorce is a strain point within a
kinship system that values marital stability highly" (p. 6). He
suggests that to perceive marriage in terms of happiness or unhappiness
is to use a romantic notion of marriage as a base. Instead he views
marriage in more functional terms. He does offer two suggestions that
help to get around the division created by Augustine and Milton. First
is that marriage is for a useful purpose in the social system and
second that to understand divorce, a study of the stress and strain
points in the relationship might be more revealing of marital dynamics
than a study of happiness. These two suggestions are basic to this
paper. First, they pose the question of what is the social and
personal function of marriage and divorce and secondly what stresses
exist on people in the marriage and divorcing experience.
Glasser (cf. pp. 8-9, 20-21) focuses on identity as the most
crucial personal issue in the United States for the majority of people.
This issue has become a basic concern for personal well-being and of
primary importance in socially advanced societies. He believes that
we need to develop an "identity society," one where identity as a
person, involvement and mutual support are the highest values. This
he compares with what he calls the "survival society" in which goals
and loss of identity to a larger group, such as a family or town, are
the highest values. As this relates to marriage, he says that in the
survival society marriages were more stable than they are today because
men and women recognized that divorce was a serious threat to the
security of the whole family and that a family was the best means of
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being secure and involved (cf. pp. 206-207). Now, marriage at least
is one way in which an individual can attain personal identity and
meaning, and so a sense of well-being. When this fails in a given
relationship, another is sought by ending the first so that identity
through a new relationship might be found. It appears to the author
that this is the reason for the increase in both marriages and
divorces. And this high expectation is a major source of stress and
strain on the marriage relationship among middle class people in the
United States today.
Uncoupling
. To live with another person in marriage is to be
engaged in a process of interaction based on values, attitudes, needs
and personal skills all within a given context of time and place. So
to talk about reasons for marital divorce requires a look at the
interaction process. Jessie Bernard ([Bohannan], p. 20 ff.) says that
there are two perspectives that can be used to view separation/divorce.
One is the marital aptitude of the partners and the other is the team
factor, or interface, of the two people. If marital aptitude is an
important dimension in understanding separation/divorce, then
Bohannan* s view that tolerance for change relates to possible causes
for divorce might be a major component in that aptitude: "Inability to
tolerate change in the partner (or to see him as he is) always lies, I
think, at the root of emotional divorce" (p. 36). Bohannan character-
izes the change process in marriage as a bond which over time becomes
thinner as the relationship continues. In a growing, healthy relation-
ship the bond becomes tougher:
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When this growing apart and concomitant increase in the toughness
of the bonds does not happen, the people feel the marriage bonds
are fetters and become disappointed or angry with each other.
They feel cramped by the marriage and cheated by their partner
(pp. 36-37).
When the bond does not become tougher, then the divorcing process is
prone to begin. "In most divorces there is a relatively long prepara-
tory period [leading to the finalization of a divorce]. Even if this
period is not an 'adjustment to divorce,' it can nevertheless be called
an 'adjustment to the idea of divorce'" (Goode, p. 158). Goode sees
the preparatory period as lengthy and generally intense: "Divorces are
preceeded by a long period of conflict, and the final action is the
result of a decision and action process that lasts on the average about
two years" (p. 137).
Bohannan (pp. 29-30) also believes that when this growing apart
does not include a strengthening of the marital bond, then the process
of separation has begun; it is a process that has six stages or over-
lapping experiences. The first station, as he calls it, is emotiona]
divorce, centering on the deteriorating relationship, but not neces-
sarily involving one person moving away to another residence. The
second station is legal divorce which centers on specific grounds for
separating and fixes blame. The third station is economic divorce
focusing on the division of money and property. The fourth station is
co-parental divorce, dealing with custody, visitation and support
related to children when there are any. The fifth station is community
divorce, the separation from customary friendships and social contexts.
The sixth station is psychic divorce, the process of becoming a single
person again.
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Kiantzler (cf. pp. 30-31) operates on the assumption that marriage
is usually a bond of love, of deep emotional attachment. Therefore,
the divorcing process is first recognition that the love relationship
has died. This death awareness triggers a process that has three
components: end of the love bond, a period of mourning and finally a
slow, pain-laden readjustment to being re-singled. This process is one
that must be lived through in its entirety, it cannot be avoided.
These elements are apparently assumptions based on Krantzler's personal
experience and that gained from his role as a marriage and family
counselor. His views are similar to those who have done extensive
counseling interviews and research with separated/divorced people.
Consistent with Bohannan's first station of divorce, which suggests
that emotional separation often comes before physical separation,
Krantzler says,
Many men and women have spent from six months to three years prior
to their separation fully aware that their marriage was going to
end . . . They may have openly discussed the possibility of
divorce with their spouses or may have continued to rage and
fight - but in many instances were already beginning the painful
emotional process of pulling apart (p. 93).
He continues to expand on this first stage of divorce by saying that a
separation initiated with emotional divorce also includes with it the
first elements of the mourning process. In such cases, the actual,
physical parting is made easier, and in some situations the mourning
is complete by the time of separation so that relief rather than
mourning immediately follows the parting (p. 93 ff.). But the mourning
is a crucial phase of the experience: "The heart of the creative
divorce lies in the process of mourning and how you use it to identify,
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understand, and ’own’ the feelings that boiled to the surface during
the process” (p. 212). A fuller discussion of grieving will follow
latex in this chapter, since it appears to be such a crucial element
in the separation/divorce process, usually lasting for at least the
first six months of separation and then diminishing markedly there-
after, though this varies widely.
Another scheme for describing the divorcing process is offered by
Fisher. She says that the divorcing process entails three stages:
emotional divorce - the disengaging of trust and caring one for
another; physical divorce in which there is a real, physical
separation; and legal divorce. "It is when physical separation or
physical divorce takes place and becomes public knowledge that the
suffering over feelings of guilt and failure becomes the greatest"
(p. 220). Hunt shares that belief:
. . . the separated and the divorced are basically alike and
should be considered together. An emotionally genuine separation
constitutes the death of a marriage, and divorce is merely its
burial. Further, they [the separated] behave in most ways as if
they were divorced (p. 5).
Another reason that separation is close enough to being a divorce,
according to Hunt, is that the feelings are very similar: the sense of
loss, the aloneness and loneliness and the sense of relief and hope:
. . .
even those who are primarily grieved, unhappy, or distraught
at the moment of separation frequently have curiously admixed with
these feelings a sense of self-preservation, health, and comfort.
When someone we love is slowly dying, we shed tears for what is to
come; when at last he is dead, we still weep but with a difference.
The pain we feel is almost welcome because we know that now the
vigil is done, the hurt is going to diminish rather then grow
worse; the prospect ahead is no longer of death, but of readjust-
ment and new life. So it is, too, with the death of a marriage
(p. 47).
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Goode (p. 113) believes that to look for the causes of divorce is
not very useful; it is better to ask under what conditions, given a
particular time and place, are individuals more likely to terminate a
marriage than to continue one. He says that these conditions are found
in the social, personality and value characteristics of both the indi-
vidual and his society. Marriage is a social relationship and there-
fore is subject to both internal and external pressures - partner to
partner and partner to his environment - that may contribute to the
marriage coming apart. Goode (p. 90) also points out that no measure-
ment of these stresses or breaking points for the marital relationship
exist. To best understand the separation experience he suggests that
the perspective and understanding of those actually having the expe-
rience is most useful. These views, feelings and experiences are the
themes as lived by the separated/divorced individual. Goode further
suggests that these themes may be important in the post-marital adjust-
ment process (cf. p. 113 ff.). Thus, if a significant lack of self-
confidence in one’s self is perceived or recognized as contributing to
the marital separation, then that same theme will run through the post-
marital adjustment process and influence that process. The direction
and importance of that influence would, according to Goode (p. 90 ff.),
be a more useful avenue for investigation than a search for causes. To
talk about stresses on a marriage is to talk about the resources and
attitudes that a person enters marriage with and how these are influ-
enced and altered by the marriage.
Unlike Hunt and Fisher, Goode (p. 174) also believes that sepa-
ration and divorce are quite distinct processes. He observed that
A3
marital separations more often ended in reconciliation rather than
divorce. His investigation led him to conclude that there are five
main types of separations (cf. pp. 174-186). The first is the rational
model in which separation is a preliminary to divorce and so follows
the decision to divorce. The second is a substitute for actual divorce.
The third is a "one-sided divorce" in which one partner announces a
decision to separate and acts on the decision without approval of the
partner. The fourth is a drifting separation in which both partners
build lives separate from each other yet with little serious thought or
intent to divorce, so the final decision about divorce is delayed a
long time. The fifth is delayed separation in which the couple did
divorce, but did not separate until after the divorce decree. As with
the themes for the divorce that are based on feelings, perspectives and
experiences, the type of separation has an effect on the adjustment
process following the actual divorce; this is especially true for a
one-sided separation and a delayed separation in which one or both
partners have not come to any real terms with the separation. Where
Goode agrees with Hunt and Fisher is that separation is the emotional
equivalent of divorce; the trauma may be even higher at the final
separation than at the final divorce.
The separated/divorced person . Hunt (p. 5) refers to the
divorced person as the "formerly married" or the FM, and his book s
title, World of the Formerly Married (1966), indicates that the
formerly married constitute a sub-culture in United States society, a
sub-culture that is primarily of middle-class origins (p. VII).
However, Bernard's study ten years earlier in 1956 concluded that the
number of those who divorce tend to be dominated by individuals of low
socio-economic status. This study also indicated that the divorced
population seemed to be composed disproportionately of those under
twenty-six, of third generation Americans living in cities and
generally from the South and West of the United States, of persons
with relatively few, if any children, and of non-Catholics (p. 82).
One major change from Bernard's findings, noted above, is the 155%
increase by 1969 of divorces in which children were involved. Also,
religious and economic status of those divorcing seems to have
expanded to cover a broader spectrum of the society than what Bernard
found
.
Lewis lerman and Paul Walling in 1949 did a study to characterize
the divorced man and woman ([Bernard], pp. 102-103); its validity for
the present is questionable, but no other outline or sketch of the
divorced person exists; so the perspective they offer might be useful
for the comparison with the case studies presented in Chapter III of
this paper. The divorced woman is characterized by greater conative
intensity, is more self-assertive, more ambitious and less docile. She
attends energetically and enthusiastically to her own goals and evinces
toward others chiefly an amiable tolerance. She is an individualist,
little moved by sympathy and little interested in schemes to enhance
social welfare. She tends to be intellectual and unmercenary. Her
personality lacks the element of sweet femininity, but commands respect
for its rugged strength, self-sufficiency and detached tolerance. The
divorced man is characterized by a certain lack of tolerance and
sympathy, is somewhat less irritable and neurotic than the unhappily
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married, but has more social interests than either a happily or
unhappily married man. He is self-willed and restive under discipline.
He tends to be radical in his religious attitudes, but less so in
political and social issues. He is self-sufficient, self-confident,
unmethodical, and willing to take risks. His intellectual interests
incline more to literature and art than to mechanical and scientific
subj ects
.
Bernard (p. 107) developed four categories of divorced people.
One: the 'hard-core," those not remarrying within five years after the
divorce. Two: the divorce-prone, those who have divorced at least
once and have remarried; 20% of those divorcing at any one time have
been previously divorced. (For at least twenty years, up to 1969 this
figure of 20% has remained fairly constant.) Three: those who are
neurotic or lacking in marital aptitude. Four: those who have demon-
strated the ability to maintain a marital relationship of at least
average reported success. Bernard estimated that 53% of those
divorcing at any one time are capable of at least average success in a
second marriage. John Mariano, writing in .1958 (p. 46 ff.), also
sought to understand divorce in terms of personality or marriage
potential - the ability to marry and remain married. He outlined
three personality tendencies that he believed were characteristic of
the divorced person and that contribute to divorce. One: excessive
dependency needs that are placed on the marriage partner. Two: an
inability to maintain traditional roles (like the "feminine" role of
housewife). Three: a pattern of reactive depressions, that is
responses to the feelings of being engulfed by situations that seem
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overwhelming. Bernard, and more so Mariano, seem to base their person-
ality sketches on an institutional image of marriage than on the
companionship model; for there seems to be an emphasis on roles and
set patterns of marital aptitude.
Morton Hunt's book. World of the Formerly Married (1966)
,
provides
an excellent overview of the divorced state; for he does not focus on
traits and personalities, but on the experience, the living process of
being divorced and generalizes, not about the kind of person who
divorces, but about the nature of the divorcing experience. The result
is a characterization of an individual done in context, sensitive to
the decision points, the feelings, the needs which to a great extent
are defined by the divorced sub-culture more than by personality ten-
dencies alone. Jan Fuller's Space: Diary of My Divorce (1973) and
Krantzler's Creative Divorce (1975), minus his direct advice and
counsel, are two other characterizations based on experience and inter-
action rather than on personality that sensitively and insightfully
portray the divorcing experience. In both books the individual is seen
in context rather than as merely a collection of traits. The conse-
quence of this perspective is that divorce is seen as a personal,
living process. It is this perspective that has informed the major
portions of this paper and particularly the following si tions of this
chapter which focus on the situations, events and coping elements of
the divorcing experience.
Complaints support in g and influences for divorce . The process and
experience of divorce begins usually with an emotional break as
Bohannan has said or a preparatory period of up to two years as Goode
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has said. Fuel for this break or causes for it have been explored by
three researchers. Waller in 1936, Bernard and Goode in 1956. Their
findings seem to be general and of uncertain validity for today; but
they do offer a useful reference point and perspective. Goode (p. 6
ff.) suggested that a search for causes might best be focused on the
stress points that a given marital relationship has. The specifics he
found were expressed in terms of complaints by the women he studied
against their former husbands: 76% complained about excessive
drinking; 70% complained about spending too much money on non-
essentials; 69% complained about general "helling around" (gambling,
drinking, away from home too much); 6% complained about inadequate
economic support for the family; and 37% complained about the husband
having an affair. As is evident from the percentages, many women had
multiple complaints. In relation to extra-marital sexual relations,
Waller in 1936 found that adultery was often a presenting reason for
divorce, but that it was not so much a cause for divorce ". . . as a
symptom of an underlying maladjustment, as a symbol of alienation and
a mark of estrangement" (pp. 57-58). Goode (p. 149) concluded that the
triangle or extra-marital "affair" was usually a statement of dissatis-
faction by the husband for his wife. He stressed that:
Although the wife will have fairly serious charges to make against
her husband , we. believe that in our generation [1956] it is more
often the husband who first wishes to escape from the marriage .
If this is true, then the process of divorce decision may be
analyzed to some extent in terms of a strategy of conflict . . .
We suggest . . . that in our society the husband more frequently
than the wife will engage in behavior whose function, if not
intent, whose result, if not aim, is to force the other spouse to
ask for the divorce first. Thereby the husband frees himself to
some extent from the guilt burden (pp» 135-136).
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In the area of adultery and generally for most complaints the reasons
may be symptoms of other problems, but in time they become themselves
problems
.
... in some cases the behavior that began as a mere index of
conflict may in time take on an autonomous status. The adultery
that was an expression of a husband's dissatisfaction with the
marriage (or with himself) may in time lead to a serious attachment
to a new woman, or to an irremediable conflict with his wife
(Goode, p. 89).
Although in Goode's study only 37% of the women complained about
a triangle involving their former husbands, Bernard (p. 158), and an
assumption commonly held, suggests that a triangle is a major factor
in ending a marriage. The triangle is a complex relationship system
that tends to develop only when there is enough time for cultivation
leading to intimacy. Bernard (cf. p. 158 ff.) outlines six stages in
the development of the triangular system. One: flirting as a slight
diversion between friends, co-workers or neighbors. Two: the dawning
recognition by one, then both people that there is some seriousness to
the relationship. Three: some pulling back because of a realization
that the relationship might be hurtful to others or judged improper.
For some this may end the affair. Four: an attempt to be just good
friends so as to resolve potential anxiety over the consequences of
the relationship. This is the extent of the relationship for some.
Five: moral conflict and indecision follows for those unable to be
just good friends. "A dozen possible solutions are exploded in the
hope that one may be found in which the costs will not be too great.
This is the most agonizing stage of all, in which all life values come
under scrutiny" (p. 159). Six: courtship follows if the people
decide
the consequences are worth the price. Among the consequences is
divorce for those married to another person. This is so because the
new relationship tends to transform the existing marriage or marriages
into a less meaningful relationship than the new one. Waller's de-
scription of this triangular process is much simpler and more direct:
"The more one develops love for someone other than spouse, the more
they are likely to quarrel with their partner; the more they quarrel
and resent the spouse, the more they tend to turn to the new love"
(p. 126).
The author's professional experience suggests that a study of the
separation period, that point when a couple cease to associate with
each other to any significant degree - obtaining identity and meaning
in life from each other - can yield more insight into influences and
causes and into the overall process than can a study of specific
complaints or personality types. Therefore the following section will
look at the literature dealing with the impact of the separation.
Impact of separation/divorce event . Waller, according to Farber
in the preface to the 1967 reprint of the Old Love and the New, was the
first researcher to look at divorce as an event in an individual's life
history rather than as a social problem. Thus divorce implies personal
change resulting in crisis, disorganization and reorganization (cf.
Preface, esp. p. xx). The crisis is powerfully defined by Bohannan
when he says,
One of the reasons it feels so good to be engaged and newly
married is the rewarding sensation that out of the whole world,
you have been selected. One of the reasons that divorce feels so
awful is that you have been de-selected. It punishes almost as
much as the engagement and the wedding are rewarding (p. 33).
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This personal event profoundly affects one's personality. Waller
(cf. p. 272, p. 295) defines personality as a continual adjustment of
inner and outer processes expressed on the dynamic edge of life; both
marriage and divorce are expressions of the entire personality in the
context of a relationship and specific events in that relationship.
The dynamic interaction between the inner and outer forces is mani-
fested in both feelings and actions; also there is interaction among
the inner processes and among the outer. Throughout Fuller's book
(1973) these complex interactions are sketched, like the need to have
dealings with the former husband over the children while wishing no
longer to be dependent on waiting for him to pick up the kids for the
day or wondering when they will be home. At the feeling level, Waller
gives an idea of how the interaction between inner processes can occur.
There is always an element of betrayal when we break with a friend,
and our distress is made all the more poignant because we have
betrayed not only the friend but the part of us that was in him.
. . . The process by which those who have learned to live together
learn to live apart is one process, and it is neither initiated nor
ended by the legal step of divorce (pp. 103-104).
In a workshop on separation and divorce Robert Weiss, on the
faculty of the Laboratory of Community Psychiatry at Harvard University,
said that the best way to describe the separation experience is to add
the prefix "dis" to whatever word possible. Gerald Caplan, also at the
Laboratory of Community Psychiatry, has given a more academic de-
scription of a crisis.
A crisis is a temporary period of disorganization in the func-
tioning of an open system precipitated by circumstances which for
a time overtax the system's capacities for internal adjustment and
external adaptation. An open system is a patterned structure oi
interdependent parts, either concrete such as the human body, or
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abstract such as personality or the social, life of a community
which engages in interchange with its environment, manifested byinput and output of energy or messages (Caplan, 1963, p. 521).
Caplan goes on to point out that crises are often percipitated by a
person being confronted with an important problem from which he cannot
escape and which he cannot solve immediately by his customary coping
methods. For separation/divorce the nature of the crisis for many is
such that ... the wounds that divorce inflicts upon self-respect
make it a harrowing experience for the best integrated" (Waller,
p. 160). When the divorce experience is harrowing or difficult or
fraught with pain, it is a crisis centered in an event or series of
events in a given context or situation. It is emotion-laden, but,
according to Caplan (p. 524), an emotional crisis is not a mental
disorder, though the symptoms may be similar.
Through the work of Thomas Holmes and associates (Holmes, Rahe,
1967; Casey, Masuda, Holmes, 1967; Masuda, Holmes, 1967) a Social
Readjust Rating Scale has been developed that lists forty-three life
events that cause significant adjustments by individuals. In rank
order death of a spouse, divorce and marital separation were the first
three events listed (Holmes, Rahe, p. 218). These are events, situ-
ations, that occur in given contexts. The cause and long-term impact
on the individual may be some form of disorder or personal or social
maladjustment, but the crisis events as reported in the research
usually evoked or were associated with some form of adaptive or coping
behavior on the part of the involved person (p. 217). That such
behavior occurs is consistent with Caplan* s finding that a crisis is
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potentially a turning point, that it represents not only danger but
also opportunity (p. 524): divorce is an ending; it is also a
beginning.
Divorce is not simply the consequence of an unhappy marriage, nor
is it simply a next step in the continuum that includes unhappiness in
and after marriage; beginning with the divorce event, one has the
opportunity to enter a new state of being (Bernard, pp. 86-87). If the
choice is or the opportunity is not taken for a new life, it is then
given that the person will stay in the past (Hunt, p. 25 ff.). Hunt
continues in characterizing divorce as a beginning by stressing that
divorce is a grasping for growth in the face of stagnation and a kind
of death. "Every such searching examination, every exposure to truth
whittled away at love, added to their [the divorcing couple] supply of
grievances, and conditioned them to treasonous thoughts until treason
to their marriage became patriotism to themselves" (p. 37).
For some people the long preparatory period, the emotional
separation, foreshadows the coming of a crisis that will be triggered
by physical separation. This awareness often intensifies a wish to
avoid conflict. Perhaps it may even be found that for a large segment
of cases this is a period of increasing boredom with conflict or a
belief that emotional or other advantage from the conflict has
diminished (Goode, p. 158). Those who separate, however, are embarking
on a process of change; for it is characteristic of a crisis that one
enters a process of sudden and sometimes quite drastic change. It is
a crucial period when decisions may be taken which may have long
lasting consequences (Caplan, p. 523). Goode (p. 186 ff.) found
that.
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of his subjects who were willing to embark on the course of change,
63% had personal difficulty that he called high or medium trauma; the
remaining subjects had low or mild trauma. These difficulties occurred
more often at the final separation rather than at the final divorce
decree. The behavior manifested by the crisis of separation was fairly
consistent among the subjects: difficulty sleeping, poorer health than
normal, greater loneliness, low work efficiency, memory difficulty,
increased smoking, and increased drinking. For Goode to classify one
as a person with high trauma, they had to manifest at least three of
the difficulties; with medium trauma designation, they had to manifest
two difficulties; and those with low trauma manifested one or none of
the difficulties. Characteristic of high trauma cases was the desire
to punish the partner at the time of conflict and separation (p. 290).
Also, those persons who complained about their partners having an
affair or about having a poor home life had high trauma: Goode
(p. 194) found that 54% of those complaining about the affair and 59%
about poor home life dominated those in the high trauma group.
Robert Weiss (1974) has compared the individual who experiences a
marital separation/divorce to those who experience any major loss of
an attachment. Such research is relatively new and scarce.
".
. . there have been few attempts to compare, in detail, reactions
to different kinds of loss, and those that have been made have lacked
a clear frame of reference which would enable point-by-point compar-
isons to be made" (Parkes, 1972, p. 182). Parkes, too, has done some
comparison of loss reactions and has delineated seven features that
tend to be common for most loss and breavement reactions.
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1. A process of realization, i.e. the way in which the bereaved
person moves from denial or avoidance of recognition of the loss
towards acceptance.
2 . An alarm reaction - anxiety, restlessness, and the physiological
accompaniments of fear.
3. An urge <_o search for and to find the lost person in some form.
4. Anger and guilt, including outbursts directed against those who
press the bereaved person towards premature acceptance of his
loss
.
5. Feelings of internal loss, of self or mutilation.
6. Identification phenomena - the adoption of traits, mannerisms,
or symptoms of the lost person, with or without a sense of his
presence within the self.
7 . Pathological variants of grief, i.e. the reaction may be
excessive and prolonged or inhibited and inclined to emerge in
distorted form (p. 183).
At the workshop on Separation and Divorce mentioned above Weiss
reported on his research on separation/divorce. He said that the
separation experience causes six grief reactions. Anger and rage,
often more prominent than at a death of a loved one, is present.
Waller found these feelings in his study, too. "It occasionally
happens that after one is divorced there is an accumulation of un-
verbalized hostility toward the former mate" (p. 257). But rather
than occasional and unverbalized as Waller found in 1936, the reaction
of anger is usual and more open, according to Weiss. Deep bitterness
and a sense of betrayal are present. Bohannan (p. 33) illustrates
this when he contrasts the happiness of being married to someone who
has selected you to the pain of being deselected. Emotional mood
swings from sadness to euphoria are very common. The mood swings may
reflect the ambivalence between feelings of freedom and independence
and sadness over ending the relationship. Steinzor (p. 27) says that
the feelings of freedom and the feelings of sadness are the only two
alternatives to the divorcing individual. This is so because the
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individual must choose between a divorce that is friendly and one that
is liberating. Guilt and a sense of failure are frequently typical of
the grief reactions. Steinzor (pp. 22-23) maintains that much of the
grief experienced by the divorced person is the result of the social
attitude that divorce is a bad and irresponsible act. The pain, he
holds, is further enhanced by an individual's refusal to use the
experience to take steps toward personal growth; some people choose
involvement with self-pity as a substitute for growth. General
confusion and a lack of self-confidence are part of the grieving
process. Examples of behaviors that are indicative of confusion are:
the tendency to wait for the phone to ring; continually thinking that
a car has stopped outside; impulsiveness; difficulty setting goals and
"getting going"; and a tendency to make rapid changes of ideas and
activities. It would be fair to say that grief often makes one a
caricature of self. Searching for a cause, a justification, a reason,
all of which are very elusive, are common elements in the grieving.
With the search for reasons may go what Parkes ([Weiss], 1974,
p. 53 ff.) and Bowlby (1960) call separation anxiety which is a sub-
jective aspect of being aware that one has or is in danger of losing
an important attachment. "Major losses . . . do not become established
facts in the eyes of the bereaved for some time after bereavement, and
until they do separation anxiety continues to be the predominant
affect" (Parkes [Weiss], p. 53). Establishing the cause helps estab-
lish the fact. Search behavior seems to be a very crucial
component
of grief. Parkes (pp. 57-59) has outlined the basic elements in
the
These elements are strongly influenced by thesearch process.
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perceptual set derived from one’s previous relationship with his
partner or attachment. One: restlessness and looking around for
something to do, but an inability to apply one’s self to any given
task. Two: preoccupations with memories of the lost association.
Visual pictures of the attachment (person or body part or place) tend
to remain for about a year. Three: a disposition to perceive and
focus on any stimuli that suggest the presence of what is lost. Four:
directing attention toward places and things associated with the lost
attachment. Five: literally calling for what is lost. Six:
conscious recognition of the urge to search for the lost attachment.
This is especially related to psychotic behavior in which one believes
even the dead can be found. However, for the divorced person the
search may not be so fruitless or irrational.
Just how long the grieving goes on is open for more investigation.
Krantzler says, ”My experience with divorced people suggests that
mourning usually reaches its peak within the first six months of
separation, and diminishes markedly thereafter - but this will vary
widely” (p. 93). Fisher says that it takes as long to get over the
mourning of grief associated with divorce as for recovery from bereave-
ment, about a year (pp. 235-236). For most crises, the maximum
duration is four to six weeks (Caplan, p. 525). However, divorce is a
complex of crises and changes, and as Holmes and Rahe’s study (1967)
shows, separation, divorce, changing residence, finding a new job
events often part of ending a marriage - are major life change events
or crises. "Sometimes new problems appear during a crisis and then
the
period of upset may be prolonged beyond six weeks as a second
crisis is
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superimposed upon the first .
. (Caplan, p. 525). Goode (p. 186)
found no consistent sequence or time period of reaction that was
typical of the majority of his subjects. He does, however, state that
the immediate divorcing process does have a general pattern of impact,
pain and adjustment. Impact or disturbance tends to rise from the
decision to separate to a high point at the final separation and to
then decline gradually to the point of first filing for divorce and
then drops further to the point of the final divorce decree. A caution
he adds is that impact on the individual, not sequential order, is the
important issue. So the grieving process is marked by how each indi-
vidual responds to the loss experience, and the end of the mourning
period is highly individual: "One is almost led to the conclusion
that the 'return to normalcy’ of the divorcee has occurred only when
she can look at her ex-spouse and her former life with indifference "
(Goode, p. 200). For some this indifference is very slow to come, if
ever it does. Waller (p. 319) found great resistance to being inter-
viewed and talking about their former marriage among his male subjects:
".
.
.
perhaps men were really more hurt by the experience of divorce
. .
." It appears that the hurt is not defined by a person's sex, but
more by an individual's coping abilities and styles and complaints or
issues that are in the divorce script or process. Waller even says
much the same himself (p. 15) when in talking particularly about the
effects of a long process of emotional separation he says that when
there has been a long delay in reaching a decision to divorce the
reason for the delay holds the key to the adjustment which the couple
effect after the divorce: "What was uppermost in their minds
while
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they were yet married will be dominant in their thoughts while they
are reorganizing their lives separately."
From the preceeding review about the loss experience and the
resulting grief, it appears that the experience lies on a continuum
from emotional detachment - which is also a developmental process, not
a single event - through growing distance to a time of indifference or
detachment from one's former partner. The entire process appears to
be a series of crises, characterized by grief of varying intensity
that begins with a pattern of emotional disengagement through
separation, divorce and adjustment to being resingled. Little consis-
tency in the literature exists to make any firm projection on the
duration of this process except that it is dependent on ending the
attachment to the former partner. By ending this attachment, other
relationships are to be affected and perhaps terminated; thus divorcing
is likely to involve a series of endings, beginnings and changes - a
complex of related crises.
Adjustment to being formerly married . Writing in 1936 Waller said
about the adjustment of people to being divorced: "In listening to the
narratives of divorced people one is moved to marvel at the powers of
the human spirit to take abuse, to suffer punishment in intolerable
situations" (p. 14). To some people, divorce is even more threatening
than death because they have thought about it more, perhaps even wished
for it more consciously; but more importantly, according to Bohannan
(p. 37), there is no recognized way or process to mourn
a divorce. Sc
the newly singled persons react to the aloneness in three
distinct-
ways: 1. they are self-sufficient and so ignore being
alone; 2. they
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treasure the space of being along because of very deep pain and hurt;
3. the majority seek relief from the recurring pain of loneliness
(Hunt, p. 51). For this third group, adjustment is very much an indi-
vidual matter. Fisher, a marriage counselor herself, believes that
marriage counselors have tended to focus on maintaining and improving
marriage relationships and give only limited time to divorce or to the
post-divorce consequences (cf. pp. 221-22A) . During the early 1960’s
Fisher conducted a number of groups for divorced persons as part of
her doctoral thesis. "I concluded that such groups not only would be
a way of reaching many of the divorced population, they could be highly
beneficial and effective in helping the divorced person rehabilitate
himself and reconstruct his life" (p. 250). Since 1968 this situation
has begun to change with a proliferation of programs for those going
through divorce and numerous workshops for counselors on working with
separated/divorced people.
Besides having a group or professional counselor to instruct and
guide the adjustment, there are some basic and common issues in the
adjustment process. A major issue that can either facilitate or
inhibit adjustment is that of coping with the pain. Repression of the
pain is a very common tendency. ". . . in the long run such repression
hinders the completion of the process of adaptation (Wa ler, p. 36).
The result will be an ambivalence about the former partner with love
and hate tied together in an uncertain bond, a situation that can
continue for quite some time after the actual separation. One may
choose to withdraw from his feelings and even from associations
with
others in an attempt to avoid the feelings of pain, but this
is only a
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form of temporary suicide (cf. pp. 285 ff
. ,
47). A divorced or
separated person can never be free as long as resentment and rebellion
last: "Real reconstruction after divorce ... can only proceed by
acceptance and positive exploration of the past . . . Repudiation of
the past always hinders reorganization" (p. 290). This is true for
all crises. They "... can best be resolved by facing them and the
consequences openly; repression and pretending the problem does not
exist or developing another problem on which to focus are inadequate
and ineffective ways of resolving a crisis" (Caplan, p. 528). Caplan
suggests a series of ways that tend to be unhealthy in coping with a
crisis for people facing such a problem.
(a) They do not actively investigate the problematic situation,
and consistently avoid it or deny its hazards. Their judgments
are not based upon an appraisal of the realities of the situ-
ation, but upon wish-fulfilling or fear-arousing fantasies.
(b) They avoid and deny negative feelings. If these feelings
break through, they deal with them by projection, i.e., by
blaming others for their troubles.
(c) If the denial and avoidance do not work, there is a massive
and generalized disorganization of functioning which involves
most routine areas of living.
(d) They cannot ’pace themselves’ adequately. They do not handle
their own fatigue well. Either they wear themselves out, or
they rest all the time.
(e) They do not invoke help from others, or if it is offered they
cannot accept it.
(f) They react globally and in stereotyped ways to their problems
and easily feel overwhelmed (p. 511).
A major consequence of not adequately adjusting to the crisis of
separation is the increase in the death and suicide rates for divorced
people. The death rate is as much as two times greater for divorced
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and widowed people than for people the same age who were married. For
divorced people alone, the suicide rate is three to four times greater
than for people of the same age who are married (Bernard, p. 82).
For those who are able to cope with the crisis of divorce, they
tend to follow a similar pattern, one that Caplan calls "healthy."
(a) They have actively explored the reality issues and tried to
obtain information from many sources so as to build up a
reality based understanding of the problems and hazards.
(b) They have freely expressed their negative feelings engendered
by the crisis and have been willing to put up with the frus-
trations until they can work out a solution.
(c) They have actively invoked the help of others in dealing with
the problems.
(d) They have broken the problems down into manageable bits and
worked through them one at a time.
(e) They have been aware of their own state of fatigue and have
taken a rest when indicated so as not to wear themselves out.
Although they show some disorganization especially at times of
peak tension, they manage on the whole to maintain their
integrity and control in many routine areas of functioning.
(f) They have actively tried to master certain issues and control
certain feelings, and on the other hand have been willing to
resign themselves to accept the inevitable in other issues.
There is a flexibility and willingness to change attitudes in
the face of new perceptions.
(g) They have a basic trust in themselves and others, and a basic
hope that they will come through the crisis relatively intact
despite the inevitable sufferings and frustrations (p. 511).
The pattern of adjustment has three phases or orientations in
Waller's scheme (p. 185 f f -)
:
one’s thoughts run over past events
(past orientation); defense reactions dealing with present issues
(present orientation) ; and compensatory drives directed toward what is
to happen from the present on (future orientation). In adjusting to
being divorced, people tend to rationalize the events leading
to
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divorce, picturing themselves in either a favorable or unfavorable
light depending on their self-concept, feelings of guilt and the
situation surrounding the divorce. This whole process of orientation
and self-perception is functional in that it provides the person an
opportunity to neutralize the impact of the former partner on his
present behavior and feelings. If one is to fully assimilate the
divorce experience and grow from it, Waller (cf. pp. 185 ff. and 283
ff.) believes that four steps are necessary to go through: 1. accep-
tance of the experience by the ego; 2. dissipation of the affect or
emotion connected with the experience; 3. a more or less stable
rearrangement of the fundamental impulses in whatever pattern is
necessitated by the new conditions of one's life; 4. rearrangement in
such a pattern that all aspects of the past experience of separation
are utilized positively.
Hunt offers his own suggestions for adjustment.
The painful and protracted process of emotional divorce is first
cousin to the process of recovery from a bereavement - 'grief
work. ' One does not recover from grief by distracting and amusing
one's self, but by working the grief out of one's system through
tears, reflections and talk, which discharge the feelings and
gradually nullify them, slowly modifying one's habits and expec-
tations. So it is with dissolving marriages: there is divorce
work to be done, and though it is a wretched kind of labor, it
cannot be avoided except at great cost to the rest of one s life
(p. 228).
The divorce work is the requirement to achieve what Steinzor
(p. 39) calls divorce with freedom. Such a divorce requires
freeing
one's self from past emotional commitments to the former partner
and
being prepared for a new intimate relationship. This is
assuming that
single intimate relationship since most who separateone wants another,
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and divorce are not prepared for any other loss crisis - death,
separation or divorce.
Generally a person who has been through such an experience feels
abandoned, torn, or split apart. We recognize our own ambivalent
feelings but simply don’t know how to deal with them . . . What is
needed is support, and even more important, people whose support
and intervention allows the family to create their own resolutions
based on reality (Hallett, pp. 8-9).
This move to seek an adequate new support system is the link between
the former partnership and a new system of relationships. Building the
new system does not avoid the grief and it makes the grief in most
cases more bearable and potentially a learning and growing experience.
The rebuilding of one’s support system includes the process of evalu-
ating current associations and seeking new ones. It is this process
that begins with separation; it is part of the healing and new
beginnings that go with mourning and its pain (cf. Krantzler, pp. 91-
92). The divorce work is constructive in not only facing the crisis
and building new associations and so a new support system, but also in
the opportunity it presents for the person to become autonomous and
independent - learning to both live without somebody to lean on - but
also without somebody to support (Bohannan, p. 53). The theme and
meaning behind growing and changing as a consequence of marital
separation is identity; without an exploration of self and one's system
of associations, the identity issue is not confronted adequately and so
an inadequate adjustment is the result. How the exploration process
developed for most separated/divorced people is the next area of
review.
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Identity and Divorce
The formerly married sub-culture is a source of support and a
resource for one’s new role as a single person following a divorce; it
is a reference point for the issues that the newly separated person is
likely to face. Waller’s study in 1936 offered the first outline of
what adjustment required in terms of one’s identity: 1. reorganization
of the person's sex life; 2. recovery from loss of pride after a
failure in marriage; 3. readjustment of the many habits and routines
from those one had while married; 4. rearrangements of relationships
with friends and relatives; 5. economic adaptations; 6. resolution of
personality conflicts resulting from the separation trauma (p. xxii)
.
Weiss (1972) has developed the divorcing issues that one must face in
growing into a new identity, and organized them into a workshop format
to help separated /divorced people cope with their adjustment. The
issues that he outlines are: 1. the experience of loss and grief;
2. relationship with former partner; 3. relationship with friends and
kin; 4. relationship with one’s children; 5. role of dating; 6. role
of sex and being single; 7. role of work. The author, in developing
his own workship format has added two other issues to Weiss list,
rediscovery of self and the function of a support system (note Appendix
A). Already we have discussed grief and its function; the importance
of one's support system will be our focus in the next division of the
literature review; now we will look at immediate adjustment issues,
using Weiss' outline for the most part.
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The eterna l
—
(or infernal) bond
. IJTien a marital relationship is
impacted by a separation or divorce, the love each had held for the
other tends to preserve all its original strength and may even seem to
become stronger for the absent partner (Waller, p. 138). Goode says
directly, It is clear
. . . that the emotional relationship between
husband and wife is not severed merely because the divorce decree has
been made final" (p. 306). "How slow we are when we love to realize
that it is to no avail! How slow to acknowledge the final frustration
of affection! How loath to relinquish an accustomed pose" (Waller,
p. 51). In less prosaic tones, Tanner (p. 61) suggests that when we
have had a meaningful association with a person, and it is ended, no
other person can fill the resulting gap, for it is impossible to find
another to fully replace the one who is lost.
A marriage lives in the minds of men when it is legally dead . . .
While a break is recent, one sometimes experiences the keenest
revivals of regret when he is asked, ’And how is Mrs. so and so?’
or reminded of some trivial incident that occurred during
marriage . .
.
(Waller, p. 211).
But there is ambivalence born of the strength of the relationship.
Waller sketches a situation that well illustrates how the ambivalence
works in a sort of stimulus-response pattern, a pattern likely set
during the marriage since every divorce is fraught with yesterday’s
unresolved conflicts, compounded by today's (cf. Bohannan, p. 53).
The husband, under the influence of love for his wife, would write
affectionate, and therefore disconsolate letters . . . Then she
would write one or two very sarcastic, aloof letters ... He
would become angry and . . . write independent, and purposely
cheerful letters . . . Then the wife, moved to tenderness by his
show of morale, and perhaps worrying for fear that he was drifting
away from her, would write one or two tender letters . . • anti he
would write affectionate and rather disconsolate letters (Waller,
p. 55).
66
The price for unresolved conflict and emotional ties is often
endless pain, frustration and a sense of being stuck: "Those who fail
to work out some clearcut definition of what they now are to each other
may remain stuck in a violent oscillation between old love and hate,
between fruitless efforts at reconciliation and new furious leave-
takings" (Hunt, p. 63). More, however, than simply a pattern of
holding on or failure to work out issues, there is a functional char-
acter to the continuing relationship with a former partner.
. . . no divorced man or woman is immediately free from the
past - neither the abandoned, the abandoners, nor those whose
parting was mutual ... To assume that by establishing separate
households we can instantaneously end this relationship is to
deny the very deep emotional needs which it satisfied, however
perversely, and the degree to which it shaped our identities
(Krantzler, p. 52).
A significant function of the lingering attachment is that the position
of being married tends to fend off the emptiness and loneliness of
emotional isolation irrespective of the extent to which the marriage
was satisfying; and since an attachment is not simply based on love,
the relationship is often kept for its protection and safety (cf.
Weiss, 1974, p. 93 ff.). With the point of separation opening up an
experience of grief and uncertainty, safety becomes a very compelling
drive to at least keep in touch with the former partner; it is an
attraction that is very powerful as Krantzler describes it:
One of the most seductive attractions of contacts with former mates
is their power to impose some structure, if only fleetingly, on
what seem otherwise totally chaotic existences. If only we could
make sense out of what was happening to us, we wouldn't need the
support that keeps drawing us back to the old relationship (p. )•
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But as long as one’s identity is tied very much to a former
partner and no new attachments have been established, a person is
likely to hold on. For some, it is the fear of new attachments that
motivates them. In these situations, as a guard against going into
another marriage or any other emotional involvement, one may hold onto
the former partner (Waller, p. 139). Cleverness, imagination and
strength combine to make the various ways to hold on very extensive
and individual. If one is not even accepting of the end of the
marriage, then he often seeks to reestablish control over and a
meaningful relationship with the former spouse. Failing that, the
unreconciled may threaten, consider and attempt suicide. "Proof is not
available, but the first few months after separation or divorce seem to
be fruitful in suicides " (Waller, p. 46).
How to disengage is a process strongly influenced by the nature of
the marriage relationship, its length, values, emotional status of the
former partners, the support available from associates; in general,
however, for most people, it is a problem.
The task of emotional disconnection is arduous for everyone, but
more for the insecure and the long-married than for the self-
confident and those who were married only briefly. Until that
task is carried out, they are likely to remain in the old love and
unable to move toward or succeed in a new one (Hunt, p. 210).
Complicating the untieing is the fact that both partners are the
rejectors and the rejectees. Each is bound to the other by guilt and
suffering along with their residual love (cf. Hunt, p. 216 ff.). The
utility and necessity of anger is to break the lingering attachments.
Anger will in the end free each from the other: . . . they
will bo
able in the end to act civilized by virtue of having acted
for a while
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like primitives (p. 217). A further too] for helpinp, to sever the
bonds is the legal process itself. The negotiations and formal summons
are a crude, but effective therapeutic experience, a mechanism by which
feelings are worked out and usually disposed of, everything being
equitable.
Relations with friends and family . Friends, however they come or
are present, are crucial. Of all the resources that the formerly
married can utilize to deal with being separated, both friends and
relatives are potentially the most important. Many newly separated/
divorced people find their presence the only real antidote to loneli-
ness (Hunt, p. 53). And Krantzler says, "It is only natural during the
initial months of separation ... to cling to old frienships and even
seek from them greater emotional support than they provided in the
past" (p. 90). Weiss in the workshop he conducted on separation and
divorce referred to above suggested that there are three stages of the
continuing contacts with friends: a rush of support and sympathy by
the close friends; a drifting away of all but a residue of one or two
close friends; the establishment of a new friendship circle. At every
stage of the grieving process friendships are crucial. Since this is
generally accepted by all who have been reviewed it would be helpful to
have a study to see how the grieving process affects the feelings and
attitudes of one’s friends; this might help to substantiate the stages
of friendship contacts and what they mean, a study yet to be done.
Hunt (p. 56) has done some exploration of the impact of
separation
on one’s friendship pattern and estimates that about 20% of
one's
friends sever the relationship because of the divorce.
Many of the
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remaining friends are unsure how to behave; some perceive the
separation as a freedom and are envious; some are confused or unable
to deal with the issues around the separation; and some simply side
with the former partner.
Weiss (1974, p. 145) says that separation tends to produce a
change in social role and with that change, an alteration in one's
friendships. These friends in time become less accessible and less
desirable. Rebuilding of a friendship network is part of the healing
process in recovering the loss of a spouse. To facilitate the
rebuilding, supplementary relationships are often necessary to bridge
the void of loneliness. For some with adequate self-confidence these
will be. sought through dating and parties; others, less sure, will more
likely join Parents Without Partners, PWP or some similar group
activity (Weiss, pp. 192-193). Adjustment for others will be what
Waller (p. 82 ff.) calls the Bohemian adjustment - one of frenzied
attempts at being happy and gay, busy with many people in a variety of
social activities. Hunt (pp. 86-88) talks of this activity as being in
the market place, the ". . . grey market of clubs and organizations,
such as PWP which he describes as a blend of one part Chamber of
Commerce, one part Boosters Clubs, and one part high school senior
prom in which everyone has grown twenty years older. Goode (pp- 166-
167) in his studv done ten years before Hunt’s research found of those
reporting a loss of friends about 60% of the wife's circle of asso-
ciates - family and friends - had a mild to strong degree of
support
for the former wife; they were sympathetic with her. The
remaining
40% had drifted away. More interesting was his finding
that instead of
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drifting away from her friends and friends from the divorcee at least
half of the women simply kept their old circle of friends intact.
That is important since expressions of understanding and support are
necessary from friends to help convince the separated person that he
still has value and is worth liking (Krantzler, pp. 90-91).
A rather extensive study of divorce impact on friends has been
done by Arthur A. Miller ([Bohannan], p. 63). He delineated twelve
types of reactions that friends have to a member of their friendship
circle who divorces: anxiety, shame, inordinate preoccupation with
divorce, desire for a sexual relationship, pleasure over the suffering
of the divorced person, feelings of superiority, surprise and incredu-
lity, experience of emotional loss or grief, conflict over allegiances,
disillusionment about friendship, crisis about personal identity, and
preoccupation and curiosity about the settlement. Most of these
reactions turn out to be self statements by the friend as he or she
reflects on the consequences of the divorce for both the immediate and
long-term future:
Anxiety: "This could happen to me."
Shame: "I wish I had the courage he has."
Inordinately preoccupied with the subject of divorce: I have been
let in on a secret held by a friend." Held with a mixture of
anxiety and guilt or shame.
Desire for sexual relationship: "Now I am free to act on a wish to
have sex with him or her." If associated with guilt or anxiety,
the reaction may be to avoid the divorced person, too.
Pleasure over the suffering of the divorced friend: "I^knew all
along that their success and well-being could not last.
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Feelings of superiority: "We at least can work out our difficul-
ties without getting a divorce." This is the opposite of the shame
reaction.
Suprise and incredulity: "I’m amazed; it cannot be." Usually a
reaction of someone who has idealized the friend.
Experience of emotional loss or grief: "They meant so much to me,
and I don’t want to choose between them."
Conflict over allegiances: "Now what do I do?" This is often a
result of reassessing feelings of rivalry, jealousy, envy, sexual
desire, and preferences among friends.
Disillusionment about friendship: "I don't know if I want to risk
being such a close friend again."
Crisis about personal identity: "I don't know if I am up to
looking at my marriage or going out to find another person
like . . ."
Preoccupation and curiosity about the settlement: "I wonder what
this will mean to me?" This is the consequence of fantasies and
aspirations triggered by the divorce about how one might benefit or
be affected by the divorce.
What people do as a result of a friend's divorce is a direct conse-
quence to the type of feeling reaction they are having, as Miller has
indicated in the above list (cf. pp. 63-71).
Relations with one’s parents and close family ties have similar
functions and values as those with friends. In general, relationships
that begin with some mutual assurance of trustworthiness may be helpful
in bridging the loneliness gap created by a separation. Natural
systems such as family and community are particularly helpful in such
situations of need (Weiss, 1974, p. 194). But unlike friendship
systems families are apt to be more disapproving of a divorce among
their children than among their friends; for families are more likely
to hold and assert traditional values for their own members than
ror
their friendship circle (Goode, p. 151). Also, both family and
friends
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are links between the past and the present reality of separation and
so tend to focus on the traditions of the past and expect them to still
function in the present (Krantzler, p. 91). The kinship ties can rep-
resent both support and comfort and judgement and threat to one’s
adjustment to being a formerly married person.
Dating and being single again . For the two people who have
studied the role and meaning of dating following a divorce, there is
general agreement as to its importance. Goode’s research (p. 258) with
divorced women led him to conclude that dating is in part an index of a
willingness to start a new life and at the same time an introduction
and stimulus to that new life. Dating serves the function of seeing
one’s self as distinct, separated from the previous relationship. This
"seeing" is the reflection, the responses, of those whom one dates and
has frequent association with (Goode, p. 215). Hunt (p. 126 ff.) found
that dating was a means of helping with the task of revaluing and
repairing self-image: "This regained respect and liking for one’s
self ... is a prerequisite for more profound experiences that are to
follow, and a significant advance toward the recapture of emotional
health" (p. 126). Hunt (p. 118) also said that an advantage and
function of dating is to provide an opportunity to try out or experi-
ment with new behaviors and roles so as to learn more about one s self
and to become more familiar with different facets of self and so be
better able to decide which to reveal and emphasize. Attraction to the
opposite sex has special significance to separated people as they seek
to decide how they feel about themselves and how to use different
facets of personality that they are discovering. "Both for men and for
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women ... the discovery that they can meet and relate to people of
the opposite sex in this new capacity is extraordinarily heartening
. . . One has a feeling of rejuvenation and youthfulness that is
intoxicating but unsettling" (Hunt, p. 73). Such experiences,
according to Hunt (p. 74) are conducive to a regrowth of self-love, a
crucial set in adjusting to being single again.
The two researchers differed, however, as to whether dating is
preparation for a remarriage. In his study, Goode (p. 215) talks about
dating as the courtship phase. This phase is marked by a process of
redefinition of status:
She begins to see herself as 'eligible,* as an individual. The
divorcee no longer needs to look at herself as 'wife' or 'ex-wife,'
but as 'divorced,' or even 'not married' - in any event as a
potentia l spouse or as open to romantic interest or involvement
(Goode, p . 215)
.
Love affairs, according to Hunt (p. 137), are distinct from dating, for
they depend on more emotional involvement and caring than does dating.
Few built-in demands are part of dating; it can be used simply to try
out emotional relationships on a very shallow level without any
requirement to love or even to care. Love affairs are even more
profoundly restorative than dating, however; for one learns to love
and be loved again. They "... revivify, retrain and humanize the
FM, and prepare him or her for loving again in a more complete and
perhaps more lasting fashion" (Hunt, p. 202). But, however restorative
a love affair may be, its ability to restore one's emotional health may
also be the cause for the relationship ending. "There are FMs who,
in the depths of self-doubt, appeal to the parental or supportive
side
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of a potential lover; thus is a lopsided love born which heals the
ailing one - and thereby extinguishes itself" (Hunt, p. 199).
Not all separated people date or have a love affair, but most do.
. . . three out of four FMs
,
despite any practical difficulties they
may experience in finding suitable partners, do begin dating within
the first year, and over nine out of ten do so before the end of the
second (Hunt, p. 110). Bernard (p. 141) believes that the practical
difficulties of meeting eligible mates with whom one can date probably
selects out of the potentially remarried group those who are social
isolates; they lack the personal or social resources to help them date.
These are the people who have few or unwilling relatives or friends to
help them meet potential dates, people who have few institutional
associations, and people who are too timid or unaggressive to overcome
these handicaps.
Other difficulties seem to affect dating, too. The time when the
sense of loss impacts a person has influence on the dating pattern,
according to Goode:
. . . when the feeling of being alone occurred early, before the
decree itself, then the divorcee was much more likely to have
become able to enter new dating relationships. On the other hand,
when the emotional impact of the divorce came much later, or
continued much later, then dating was likely to be infrequent
(p. 262).
Goode (p. 261 ff.) also found that the higher the trauma reaction a
woman had to the separation, the less frequently she dated than those
whose trauma reaction was lower.
Education level also influenced the dating habits of those studied
by Goode (p. 258 ff.). Those with more education dated more
frequently
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than did those with less education. The reason for this seemed to be a
function of the number of formal organizations an individual belonged
to. As education level rose so did the number of formal organizations
to which the women in Goode's study belonged. So, too, those with
higher levels of education had more informal friendships and family
ties. He goes on to suggest that since more education tends to place
one in a middle or upper social strata, the individual has more oppor-
tunities or networks in which to make social contacts.
How women in Goode's study felt about their former spouse also had
a direct influence on dating. The more a woman remained in love with
her former husband, the less she was likely to date; while those with
indifferent or negative feelings tended to date more frequently. As
with frequency of general dating, steady dating was also affected by a
woman's feelings for her former mate, but with a difference:
. . . those who express antagonistic or loving attitudes toward the
former husband show (a) the lowest frequency of steady dating, (b)
the lowest frequency of potential spouses among their close men
friends, and (c) the lowest frequency of claiming that there is a
fair chance a marriage might actually take place (pp. 256-257).
Why this is so is still open to speculation. Neither is it entirely
clear just how useful one's friendship circle is in the dating process
since most of the research has been done by Goode, and that is almost
twenty years old. He says that the established network of friends is
simply more likely to turn up eligible men to date than is a new circle
of friends who perhaps feel less commitment to the woman's feelings and
awareness of her values and interests. When both new and old friend-
ship groups are willing to help in finding eligible dates, the old
circle is usually more successful (Goode, pp. 256-257).
76
Dating, beside being a crucial part of the emotional rebuilding,
is also a process that can be counter-productive to emotional health:
. . . for many women as for nearly all men, dating is dangerously
capable of becoming an end in itself, self-deceptively used to
pursue not a real mate, but one’s impossible fantasy of a mate.
The ever—wider search for The Right Face becomes an ever—wider
search for New Faces; the more wildly one seeks for love, the
shallower are the emotions one feels (Hunt, p. 140).
And the premature efforts to select a mate and to love may result in a
poor choice and an impermanent love, the so-called "rebound" relation-
ship (Hunt, p. 137). For the majority of people, however, serial
dating and hasty remarriages are not their style. Goode (p. 260) found
that once dating began, there was little retreat into isolation, but a
steady development of social interaction usually culminating in a new
marriage
.
Sexual relations and identity . Sexual activity among the
separated/divorced tends to fall into three categories of style,
according to Hunt (cf. p. 113 ff.): the abstainers, the users and the
addicts. Nev? sexual behavior and experimentation is very common in the
formerly married sub-culture:
The rule of life of the gallant ladies and gentlemen of Rabelais'
Abbey of Thelma was Fay ce que vou ldras - Do what you like -- and it
well expresses the dominant attitude within the World of Formerly
Married; short of misusing or damaging another person, almost
nothing is disallowed. The emotional needs of FMs are so imperious
and their haste so great that they have granted themselves and each
other the right to discard most of the impediments of middle-class
propriety (Hunt, p. 113).
Besides simply meeting needs and generally being a process oi immediate
gratification, sexual activity is involvement that can contribute to a
growing, healthy identity. "Although sufficiently good nonsexual
involvements may enable a person to identify as successful, it is
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difficult to gain a successful identity without a good sexual relation-
ship" (Glasser
,
p. 205). Given this orientation, Glasser (pp. 209-210)
believes that for successful, involved people - those who reach out and
are open to associations with others - it makes little sense to defer
sex until a new relationship has been made secure and long lasting.
People seeking mutuality and involvement with others and who engage in
sexual activities will do so with commitment and involvement or a
willingness to move in the direction of commitment and involvement.
Glasser 1 s position is supported by Weiss who says that sexual desire
and attraction tend to be combined with attachment strivings: "It does
seem . . . that the interpersonal arrangements that our society
sponsors result in attachment facilitating the integration of a sexual
relationship and conversely, the existence of a sexual relationship
facilitating attachment" (Weiss, 1974, p. 99). Weiss continues by
suggesting that whether it is conscious or not, people tend to behave
as if they knew the close ties between sexual involvement and emotional
attachment, for they often use one to get the other: one or the other
person in a relationship "... may seek involvement, hoping it will
lead to a more intense attachment, or, alternatively, feign attachment
in order to further the possibility of sexual involvement" (p. 140).
Waller's view of sexual involvement following a divorce is a
reflection of the social values of his day - a rather moralistic and
negative stance:
We shall see the sex impulse reduced to its crudest form, stripped
to its essentials, robbed of all glamour and romance, and perhaps
purposefully cheapened and degraded. We shall see love made carnal
and animalistic. We shall see vice triumphant over virtue,
and we
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shall listen to the voices of those to whom virtue is a mockery
and only vice worth while (p. 56).
Hunt s distinction (p. 113) that there are three styles or
patterns of sexual activity following separation seems a more balanced
and non--moralistic understanding of the meaning of sexual activity.
Abstainers are very much in the minority among the formerly married.
Those who do abstain from sex may be afraid of involvement or simply
enjoying the feelings of freedom from having to perform sexually; they
may have low sexual interest or their value system may not support sex
out of marriage. Addicts may be on a trip seeking "counterfeit inti-
macy" to deaden the pain of loss. Addicts may also be unhappy people
who are urgently and continually attracted to sex "... because it
seems to be a simple solution to the problem of getting involved"
(Glasser, p. 204). Sexual preoccupation may also reflect a sense of
personal inadequacy and unhappiness: "If a dearth of sexual activity
is a barometer of unhappiness in marriage, an excess of sexual activity
is a barometer of unhappiness after divorce" (Fisher, p. 247).
Besides, those who are not able to enjoy a good sex life for whatever
reason are likely to devote much time and energy to an excessive pre-
occupation with sex (Glasser, p. 203). Glasser says that failure-
oriented people may seek sex as a way to successful involvement, but if
sex is their primary focus and not the other person, sex, too, will
fail to provide the needed involvement:
A vicious cycle is created: the more he pursues sex, the
more
failure he feels because he has not found involvement. The
more
failure he feels, the more he pursues sex, hoping to gam involve
ment, but involvement will elude him because he is more
interested
in sex than in his partner as a person (p. 211).
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Users, as described by Hunt, compose the majority of those who are
separated/divorced. Although they are generally cautious about estab-
lishing binding relations, they enjoy, find companionship and personal
fulfillment in sexual activity. In a sense, sex is a simulation of
intimacy at a time when the price of a long-term relationship might be
too high and too binding.
At the workshop on separation and divorce mentioned above, Weiss
suggested that sexual involvement also offers people the chance to
enjoy and feel good about their bodies, a crucial aspect of a good
self-image and adjustment to being single again. To engage in sexual
relations is, Weiss said, to also move to developing an attachment.
Yet with no commitment to the attachment, one is also faced with the
potential of another loss and the consequent pain. So sex offers much
of value to the formerly married; it also has dangers that may contrib-
ute to another crisis in the process of being separated. Therefore, it
is likely that, even with the tendency for sex and attachment to go
together, the separated/divorced person will feel a double bind
over his sexual activities.
Supplementary relationship systems . In addition to a regular
pattern of associations — those people and activities who are a normal
part of our lives — people generally have a system of supplementary
relationships. This system includes those we have contact with for
special situations and often for one time only, such as those met
at summer camp or on a trip who for that period of time
comprise an
immediate support system, but a very transitory one. Special
projects
that may be extensions of normal work chores may also
function as part
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of a supplementary relationship system: any temporary or transitory
association or involvement can function as a supplementary system. A
particular character of supplementary associations is that they tend to
be isolated from what has been one’s normal system. This character is
often of value at times of crisis. Friends may be able to respond to
a crisis, but become taxed by chronic distress; thus supplementary
relationships may be more responsive to the loneliness of social and
emotional isolation (cf. Weiss, 1974, p. 195). Weiss suggests that
because supplementary relationships tend to be separate from relation-
ships that count "... they may function as a refuge or retreat, an
escape from the tensions and pressures of daily life" (p. 195).
Even normal involvements can take on the character of and function
as supplementary associations: the move to a new job as a result of a
crisis, an experience many separated/divorced people have; or the
taking on of a new role within one’s normal system, like a woman
remaining in the family home while becoming employed full-time and so
no longer just a housewife. The value of role changes while remaining
within the normal system often is that this leads to new self-
perceptions and changed views of those one normally associates with.
This redefinition of status is part of the process of perceiving and
behaving as a new person (Goode, p. 215). If the changed role is
permanent and the normal system of relationships maintained, then the
change is no longer supplementary, for it becomes incorporated into the
normal system.
For most people, however, supplementary systems are just that, and
as supplementary may be flawed by their inherent artificiality
and
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their distance from one’s usual patterns and ties of work, kin and
social contacts. When individuals do return to a normal life
pattern - back from camp or trip, away from the temporary contacts in
PWP - . . the supplementary community is entirely behind them . . .
Their membership was a time out of their lives, like an extended thera-
peutic cruise" (Weiss, 1974, p. 196).
Remarriage as adjustment
. One form of adjustment to separation is
remarriage, a course that, according to Goode in 1956 (p. 207) 94% of
divorced women thirty years of age take, and 75% of all divorced people
take within five years of their divorce (Bernard, p. 65). In 1946
Steinzor (p. 181) estimated that 99% of all divorced people remarried.
Hunt (p. 266) in 1966 estimated two generations ago one out of three
people remarried after a divorce; in the mid-1960's six out of seven
remarried. Goode (p. 280) also found that among the women in his
sample, those with four or more children dated less, but were more
likely to remarry. It is clear that a lack of precise figures exists,
but it is also likely that the vast majority do remarry.
Adjustment to divorce may be reflected in a person's readiness to
remarry rather than getting remarried. 'As time passes . . . and the
FM becomes better able to function sexually and emotionally within the
World of the Formerly Married, he or she also becomes readier to
attempt to satisfy deeper needs through remarriage (Hunt, p. 266).
Goode also sees readiness for remarriage as a sign of at least
social
adjustment: "We mean by social adjustment . . . that the individual
is going through the phases of once more finding her
own identity as a
person and being accepted as a person who is eligible
to be a spouse
82
(p. 241). One finding in Goode’s study (p. 273) that suggests the
possibility that remarriage may not be a reflection of growth and inde-
pendence is that those women who had a high trauma reaction to the
separation/divorce were more liekly to remarry early, compared with
other divorcees, even though they dated infrequently.
Some people, perhaps 25%, do not remarry. Bernard found that
these people tend to be socially isolated, without friends or relatives
to help and with few other associations: ”... these are the kinds of
people, class for class, who are unlikely to remarry" (p. 166). Fisher
(p. 239), doing her research ten years later has another view of ad-
justment and remarriage. She said that although postdivorce adjustment
is widely viewed as the process by which a person comes to perceive
himself as no longer an ’ex-spouse’ but as a single individual who is
eligible for and interested in remarriage, it may not be so. A return
to social activity; loss of bitter feelings; greater acceptance of
self, ex-spouse, and others; and in general a change in attitude toward
life may be a sufficient adjustment.
Antagonism seems to be quite influential in the adjustment process
and the likelihood of one remarrying: "... for those who remain
unattached, the negative feelings toward the former husband do not
remain particularized, but are extended to antagonistic ieelings towatd
love and marriage generally” (Goode, p. 300). Also, Goode (p. 301)
found that given enough time, how much is not clear, there is actual 1
a decrease in the negative attitudes toward love and marriage
among
those who did not remarry and did not continue to have
antagonistic
feelings toward their former partner.
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For those whose adjustment to separation/divorce was through or
culminated in a remarriage, the results were no better or worse than
what first marriages tend to be like (cf. Bernard, p. 108 ff.).
Reviewing his research, Bernard concluded that contrary to common
belief, remarriages were not less successful than first marriages:
. even when we make the most pessimistic interpretation possible,
we still must conclude that a majority of divorcing persons seem to be
'normal’ in the sense that they are able to achieve at least average
success in a second marriage" (p. 108). As further support for this
view, the majority of women in Goode's study (p. 342) who were divorced
and remarried believed that their second marriages were better than the
first
.
The basic motivation, and apparent consequence, for remarriage is
the desire for intimacy (Krantzler, p. 216). With intimacy comes
identity and a sense of well-being; and marriage is still the most
widely accepted setting for people to seek and maintain intimate
relations. So it is not surprising that divorce often culminates in
remarriage.
Support Systems
For many people, divorce is a series of losses - marriage partner,
friends, accustomed social role; the consequence of cumulative loss
is that it seems that nothing in the world is stable (cf. Bohannan,
p. 31; and Miller [Bohannan], p. 56 ff.). The sequence of losses
tends
to increase one's sense of loneliness because the basic system
of asso-
ciations is undermined - the support system is deteriorating;
and with
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it the sense of well-being that an individual may have known before the
divorce process began. Such a complex of losses is profound because
support systems are basic to identity and a sense of wholeness. Caplan
(1972, pp. 5—6) calls a support system ".
. . an enduring pattern of
continuous or intermittent ties that play a significant part in main-
taining the psychological and physical integrity of the individual over
time." A support system encompasses two broad areas of need: social
interaction and attachment, even though, as Weiss (1974, p. 148)
suggests, the two are distinct in that one can not be substituted for
the other: ". . . adults need both a social network to provide engage-
ment and an attachment figure to provide security." The social network
contributes to an individual's support in a variety of areas. Caplan
(1972, pp. 3-5) says that a major attribute of the network is that it
functions as a buffer against illness, as a sanctuary from stress, and
as a source of self-identity.
Support systems: health and sanctuary . About the relation of the
support network to health, Caplan suggests that without a support
system that gives reliable and consistent feedback, a person's health
suffers as does his ability to cope with crisis:
. . . the harmful effect of absent or confusing feedback in a
general population may be reduced in the case of those individuals
who are effectively embedded in their own smaller social networks
that provide them with consistent communications of what is
expected of them, supports and assistance with tasks, evaluation of
their performance, and appropriate rewards . . . This idea is in
line with the results of studies of individual responses during
crisis which repeatedly demonstrate that the outcome is influenced
not only by the nature and viscissitudes of the stress and the
current ego strength of the individual, but most important,
by the
quality of the emotional support and task-oriented assistance
provided by the social network within which that individual
grapples with the crisis event (p. 3).
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Weiss (1969, p. 42) says much the same thing: "It seems as though the
absence of any relational function will create some form of dissatis-
faction, accompanied by restlessness and occasional spells of acute
distress , 1 '
Glasser (1972) and John C. Cassel (1973) also identify health as
closely related to meaningful involvement with others. When involve-
ment with others is not possible for whatever reason or one fails to
maintain a system of meaningful associations, the person tends to turn
to self-creations to become involved with. To avoid the fact that we
are really involved with ourselves, Glasser says that we project
creations outside ourselves; symptoms like fears, gambling, drinking,
or depression are the usual creations. Then, he says, we become
involved with the symptoms as if they were another person. And it
works to at least temporarily avoid loneliness and the lack of support:
"For failing people who do not believe the pleasure of responsible
involvement is open, becoming involved with themselves and then with
creations of themselves is less painful than facing the reality of
their loneliness" (p. 75). Some of the creations are permanent, others
only transitory, but all are treated as if they were independent,
autonomous beings:
A person may say, 'My headache is back,' as if it went on vacation
and then suddenly returned ... I believe every psychologically
diagnosable condition is an example of involvement with one's own
idea, behavior, symptom or emotion, or some combination of them
(Glasser, p. 76).
A human being will shrivel up and die without human contact: If your
contact is minimal or unrewarding, you can be sure you' 11. .supplemen t
this with negative contact " (Hallett, p. 55). By negative Hallett
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means not productive for growth or well-being, but seemingly better
than nothing; and illness is a form of negative contact. Caplan (1972,
pp. 4-5) says that the major reason that a sup rt system is a buffer
illness is that the individual is unique in his support
context, whether that context is long-term or supplementary in nature
and therefore intermittent; above all the support system is sensitive
to the personal needs of the individual which the members deem worthy
of respect and satisfaction.
As a sanctuary, support groups also buffer an individual from the
general community and its possibly defective feedback by storing infor-
mation about the real world and serving as a guide in interpreting the
feedback. In this role, the network of support also provides a refuge
to which a person may return for rest and recuperation in between
ventures into more stressful situations outside the system (Caplan,
p. 5). More than a sanctuary, however, a support system provides a
reference point to guide a person in structuring reality, information,
advice and evaluation of behavior of self and others. Members of the
support system are also a source of pleasure gained from the associ-
ation (Weiss, 1974, p. 148 ff.).
Support sys tems and Identity . Weiss (p . 147) says that the
support group provides a reference system through which a person has a
clearer perception of himself; se Lf-definition is achieved by member-
ship in a support system. Continual interaction and involvement with
the group may be a necessary element in sustaining a person s individ-
ual identity. Humanness is the consequence, according to Pearce
and
Newton (1963, p. 13) of being raised by people: "Interpersonal
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psychoanalytic theory proposes that the individual human’s personality
is determined primarily by the quality of his relationships with other
people." Weiss (1969, p. 37) in his earlier research suggests that
there are two types of relationships: primary relations that are so
close they supply one with a basic understanding of reality, moral
values, goals; and relationships for specific needs of recognition,
affection, prestige and power. Both types are equally important for
engagement and attachment; both are required for a sense of wholeness.
Whatever the function or regardless of the short or long term character
of a support group, Caplan (1972, p. 5) lists three elements that are
common to all support groups: significant others help the individual
mobilize his psychological resources and master emotional burdens; they
share his tasks; and they are a resource for handling given situations,
providing money, materials, skills, tools and knowledge. These three
elements are basic to identity since they are the reference points or
contacts that help one "see" himself. At divorce many men and women
find these reference points gone, cut off (Hallett, p. 55). It is
noted by Hunt (p. 119) that a special sub-group of the formerly married
exists, composed of people who hide themselves from others and so seem
destined for a long, perhaps permanent stay in the World of the
Formerly Married. They are emotionally isolated and devoid of support
from significant others by their own choice and so may lack the
wholeness that Weiss talks about.
Pearce and Newton (pp. 14-15) have another perspective on identity.
They start from the view of the self as a system in its own
right, a
system that is the composite of all personally recorded
life
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experiences. The self-system's productive features include those
needs, functions and satisfactions which can be experienced and acted
on consciously. The self-system includes the potential for exploration
and expansion of all experiences and for integration of them into a
wholeness. The self-system is primed and initiated first through an
individual's relationships with parents and expanded through the
sequential associations with significant others. What is suggested
from this perspective is that an individual is primarily a reflection
of those people and events who comprise his life experiences. A lack
of significant associations results in what Pearce and Newton (pp. 141-
142) call "central paranoia." It is the inner conviction of being in
imminent danger of death, or of insanity, or of total isolation from
affection as a result of having insufficient physical cherishing, a
lack of personal validation and a lack of love, especially while a
child. Central paranoia is like a huge reservoir of personal losses
over the life-time of a person, losses incurred by not sharing one's
experiences in rewarding interpersonal relationships. What happens is
that with a dearth of rewarding experiences, central paranoia becomes
a substitute involvement, an illness as discussed above, or a security
system that limits experience and censors growth since life and growth
seem to be harmful. The individual then becomes primarily a reflection
of himself, possibly a rather empty picture.
Today in the United States the nuclear family and marital couple
dominate those with whom one has most significant associations,
minimizing other elements in the kinship system. The decreasing
functionality of the extended family . . . [has] placed a heavy
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affective, social, economic and recreational burden upon the marital
unit. Thus, the death of one of the partners cannot help but dis-
organize a great part of life for the other" (Lopata, 1969a, p. 249).
Though Lopata is talking about death, her statement is valid for
divorce or separation as well. Thus the nuclear family is central in
providing its members with an effective means of communication and an
ability to be sensitive and responsive to the needs of all its members:
spouse to spouse, parent to child, child to child, and grandparents to
both children and grandchildren. Failure of the family to provide the
essentials of a support system leave an individual vulnerable to the
confusing and inadequate responses and cues of the wider community
(cf. Cap lan, 1972, pp. 5-8). Hunt also found the marital and family
unit as bearing most of the responsibility for emotional and social
support: "Marriage ... is the only way Americans can find a great
many of the emotional rewards they urgently need in life . . . In a
world that has grown huge and impersonal, marriage is our principal
source of emotional satisfaction, security, and individual happiness"
(p. 291). This puts a tremendous amount of pressure for versatility,
perceptiveness and energy on the family members, pressure that may not
be bearable for many family units or at least some of their members.
Bernard found this to be true in his study: "A marriage that must
constantly generate its own support is much more difficult to maintain
than one upheld by a sturdy underpinning of institutional props"
(Bernard, p. 333). With the family unit being so crucial, it is not
surprising that 75% or better of those who divorce also get remarried.
Bernard (cf. pp. 65, 330) sees divorce as more and more a transitional
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process of moving from one support system to another since few supports
for emotional satisfaction and security are available outside of
marriage. Certainly some supplementary support systems are available
during the process of transition, serving as sort of a replacement for
what has been lost (Caplan, 1972, pp. 17-18). But these never really
work (Caplan, p. 18; Hunt, pp. 86-88); for no amount of friendliness
and comradery in meetings or parties with groups like PWP can replace
the intimacy and caring that is potentially available in a family unit.
In his article MThe Fund of Sociability" Weiss (1969) hypothesizes
that individuals require a fairly set amount of interaction with others.
People may with equal satisfaction have a few intense relationships or
have a large number, but with lesser intensity. Stress results from
too few significant contacts or too great an amount. But his research
with PWP led him to conclude that the primary purpose of joining PWP
was to deal with loneliness. Yet for most of the members belonging did
not diminish their loneliness; neither did friendships, although dating
helped some (p. 37). What he discovered was that associations have
specific functions so that an individual requires a number of special-
ized involvements for a sense of well-being and wholeness:
. . . one can in general say that relations with kin seem to be
reliable as sources of help, but not as sources of companionship;
friends offer companionship, but not intimacy; and marriage or a
near-marital relationship offers intimacy, but rarely friendship
... We believe that individuals have needs which can only be met
within relationships, that relationships tend to become relatively
specialized in the needs for which they provide, and as a result
individuals require a number of different relationships for well-
being (Weiss, 1969, p. 38).
Change (note the discussion on roles below) is a natural part of
living, and this requires that associations also change with time
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(Tanner, 1973, p. 58). According to Pearce and Newton, "It is the
natural and constructive sequence that when the fulfilling aspects of
a relationship have run their course and no longer contribute to mutual
growth, the relationship, as a going concern, comes to an end" (p.
220). To prevent the discomfort of change people may choose "crumby
friends" (Seashore, 1974b) who discourage growth and novelty. In
general, however, though the need for a system of associations is
constant, who one associates with is likely to be altered as growth,
context and opportunity cause changes in one's identity. It would
seem, therefore, that identity does not eliminate change, but may be
part of the ability to adapt and alter one's support system to new
needs and situations.
Support system models . Weiss (1969, p. 39 ff.) lists five areas
of specialization for relationships: intimacy, social integration,
opportunity for nurturant behavior, reassurance of worth, and assis-
tance or guidance. Intimacy provides for effective emotional inte-
gration which allows a person to express feelings freely and without
self-consciousness. What intimacy requires is trust, understanding and
ready access of one person to another. Social integration is a process
of sharing experiences, information and ideas. These involvements
revolve around peer groups or groups working toward similar goals.
Absence of this type of relationship may lead to a sense of social
isolation and perhaps feelings of boredom. Opportunity for nurturant
behavior involves care and responsibility for someone, such as a child
The author has wondered if many marriages are not maintained because
they provide an opportunity for one partner to nurture and take
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responsibility for the other. Relationships that attest to a person's
competence and adequacy in fulfilling a given role are those that
provide reassurance of worth: being a successful, acclaimed teacher
or pilot where friends, associates and other professionals affirm the
value and competence of the person in a given role. Assistance and
guidance involve services and help from kin, friends and various short-
term involvements such as with a counselor, teacher, physician. Al-
though these five areas are distinct in function, no one function is
more important than another; they do not seem to have, in general, any
priority order of importance. The lack of any one of these functional
relationships or lack of an opportunity to establish them may result in
a sense of anxiety and vulnerability (Weiss, p. AO).
Seashore (1974b) has developed a support system model that also is
based on functions that one receives from his associations. For each
weakness or need that an individual has, Seashore believes there is a
particular type or role of support that results in a contribution to
the well-being of the person. For example, if the issue is personal
isolation, then the support can best be obtained from close friends
with the consequence being that one obtains social integration. The
model follows this pattern for whatever weakness or need an individual
might have.
J. L. Moreno (3953, p. 70) has a unique support system model based
on roles that he calls a social atom. The social atom is the smallest
unit of organization in a social system. Using the self as a referent,
the social atom consists of the people basic for self-identity; these
people relate to the central self through a pattern of roles which
are
93
determined by the context of interaction. The social atom is a network
of interaction, attraction, repulsion and indifference. (The frequent-
ly used expressions "circle of friends" or "sphere of influence" are
indicators of the atom configuration that Moreno uses.) This network
varies and alters according to the needs and situation that an individ-
ual is in at any given time. Moreno (p. 292 ff.) suggests four
contexts or situations that are usual: home, work, sexual and
cultural. A crucial point about the social atom is that the function
of people in the atom can best be understood through the perception of
the central figure; so, too, the central person can be perceived from
the vantage points of those in his atom: "One can look at a social
atom from two directions, from an individual toward the community and
from the community towards an individual" (Moreno, p. 294). No one's
social atom is discrete; for it is interlocked with the social atoms of
others and that complexity can be expanded endlessly.
Closely related to the social atom and a functional component of
it, is what Moreno calls tele : "The social atom is the nucleus of a
person expressed in terms of all individuals related to him emotion-
ally; it reaches as far as one's tele reaches other persons. It is
therefore also called the ' tele ' range of an individual (1970, p.
184) . Tele could be thought of as the interpersonal energy that
provides the links in one's support system; it is the communication
thread expressed in caring, support for risk-taking and novel behavior,
and growth. It is ". . • the simplest unit of feeling tramsmitted from
one individual towards another" (Moreno, .1953, p. 314). No way exists
to make tele tangible, for it is an abstraction only known through
the
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interaction process in a social atom (cf. Moreno, 1953, p. 317; and
1959, p. 37). For the social atom to exist and be functional, the
relationships of the central person to those in his atom must be
reciprocal. People may have tele contact toward another, but it may
not be reciprocated and so no real contact is made. Or a person may be
attractive to others, but may not in turn reciprocate. Moreno (1953,
p. 326) states that he "
. . . frequently encountered
. . . individuals
who receive a large number of choices but whose own choices remain un-
reciprocated; as a consequence, they feel isolated and lonely." This
often characterizes the separated/divorced person.
Role function within the support system
. A support system is a
dynamic process of interaction between the central figure and those who
populate his or her immediate world. The author likes Waller's way of
expressing this: "It is a strange reflection upon the essential gre-
gariousness of man that an experience is only assimilated . . . when
one has shared it with another and found that he is accepted by that
ineaninfgul other person, experience and all" (p. 304). The vehicle
through which a person interacts with those in his support system is
primarily that of role; people make contact and assimilate the experience
in the roles they play for each other. Moreno (1963, p. 1) suggests
that the link is made on the basis of need and must be mutual in that
there is payoff for both: that is the real meaning of interpersonal.
Vickers (1971) says that roles are personal in the sense that they are
the consequence of what one expects of self and others and what in turn
is expected by others of the individual. This mutuality or interaction
process assumes both the development of and modification of
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expectations of both the individual and those in his support system.
Such a pattern of interaction assumes also reliable feedback and con-
sistency of role behavior. That is, people should do what we expect
them to do for an effective relationship to exist. Roles, therefore,
tend to be socially defined by the community and the institutions of a
society (cf. Vickers, pp. 435-440). Goode (p. 97) in talking of this
stability of roles in the context of marriage said: "... marriages
are likely to be much more stable if those who enter them have already
served a long apprenticeship in learning their proper roles, and if
they bring somewhat the same perceptions of those roles to the
marriage." The roles one assumes in relation to another need to be
both conscious and intentional and related to a given situation (cf.
Waller, p. 277). If one's role behavior is not self-conscious, then
one may be unconsciously behaving in unrealistic ways that tend to
hamper effective interpersonal relations. That person may become self-
involved to the point of isolation: "One who lives by fictions makes
his adjustments to an excessive degree within himself; without changing
his behavior, he changes his conception of his behavior; the inevitable
result is lack of adjustment to reality" (Waller, p. 278).
Because of the necessity of reliability in the roles people play
for each other, it is not surprising that a support system contains a
variety of people, each in the system primarily for a specific function,
though people may play more than one role. To say this is not to limit
the flexibility possible in the nature of a role. Role playing is,
according to Vickers (p. 435) a creative, even revolutionary activity
that contributes to role holders being agents of change for
those m a
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given system. An increase in the creativity or flexibility of role
may, however
,
also be leading to a decrease in the reliability in role
interaction. We simply cannot explain as of now why several persons
within the same type of social role act and interact in such a variety
of ways. Stereotypes forming similarity of action are breaking apart
in America, loosening conformity and patterned action" (Lopata, 1969b,
p. 296). The patterned action that Lopata is referring to has three
aspects: location of the role within the cluster of roles; the
features of the roles that a person emphasizes; the person's style of
being in the context of a given role. What this implies is that
marriage roles, among others, are less predictable: what does a wife
do, what function does a husband have? Institutional marriages may be
no better than companionship marriages if those involved have not
defined their roles and the position of their roles in the wider
context of the support system each person has. People are more than
ever finding themselves in the position of having to be clear about
their own role expectations and to check out expectations with those in
their support system at a time when few reliable guides for such
clarity exist. An increase in uncertainty of role beahvior can only
weaken a support system, even if needs are clearly known and expressed.
Failure to define one's own role or to be confused over the role
behavior of someone who is significant can lead to disturbed behavior
(Bernard, pp. 87-88). The mere presence of conflict over role behavior
is not necessarily a sign that the roles are no longer functional,
however. Conflict is inevitable between understanding and expectation
of roles. But this does not frustrate them or make them
unplayable.
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The resolution and containment of conflict is what role-playing is all
about, according to Vickers (p. 435).
Adjustment and flexibility is important for new situations and
therefore modified roles; if one cannot use feedback to adjust and
change, the person is likely to adopt unrealistic and ineffectual
methods of handling problems (Bernard, p. 88). "When playing a certain
role has become the central core of the personality, a change in con-
ditions that terminates the role or renders its functioning impossible
may be traumatic in its effect" (Bernard, p. 126). Thus for those who
are strongly impacted by a separation or divorce, the trauma may be
directly related to a role disruption of one’s expectations for self
and others, especially partner.
The loneliness of the FM is due in large part to what is techni-
cally called 'role disturbance.' The greater the number of
specialzed roles a man or woman had in marriage, the greater the
disturbance caused by separation; hence it is that the separated
parent is even lonelier than the separated non-parent (Hunt, p. 49).
Whether it follows that formerly married parents have more role adjust-
ments may depend on whether the children are living with them or the
other parent or have moved from home. If in the marriage the person
saw his primary role to be that of parent, and following divorce the
children remain with him. there may be minimal role disturbance for
him. It follows that at least in terms of social adjustment to a
separation/divorce it is necessary to find a new role on the basis oi
which one may reorganize (Waller, p. 187).
The post divorce adjustmental process ... is one by which a
disruption of role sets and patterns, and of exist ing socia l
r e 1a t i
o
ns, is incorporated into the individua l's life patterns ,
such that the roles accepted and assigned do no t take the
prior
divorce into account as the primary point of reference. In
more
98
commonsense terms, the woman is no longer ’ex-wife,' or 'divorcee'
primarily, but first of all 'co-worker,' 'date,' or 'bride' (Goode
p. 19).
Rebuilding a disrupted support system
. People separated/divorced
too often get strong support and recognition for having failed in
marriage and little of either support or recognition for attempting to
change, grow, adopt novel and creative behaviors; this is also the
reason that chronically injured and emotionally disabled people along
with those who are drug dependent and school failures are seldom helped
in traditional treatment. The failure and loneliness is perpetuated
when treatment does not focus on involvement (cf. Glasser, pp. 72, 101,
249) . Glasser says that in our role-dominated society the more people
identify themselves as failures, the more they will become involved
with failure companions such as depression, anti-social behavior and
illness: "Talking at length about a patient's problems and his
feelings about them focuses upon his self-involvement and consequently
gives his failure value" (Glasser, p. 111). On the other hand,
Recovery Incorporated, Synanon and like groups tend to be useful,
according to Glasser, because they do offer a person at least some
involvement and association: "An advantage of group therapy is that
each person becomes involved with people other than the therapist and
thus can more easily develop involvements outside the therapy
situation" (p. 110). The issue that underlies rebuilding a disrupted
support system is being first seen as a unique person, warmly and
personally accepted, with the focus not on failure, but on becoming
successful. Those who have a loss from their support system but are
not highly traumatized by it are likely to have maintained at least
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some components of their support group (cf. Goode, pp. 166-167). They
also probably have the ability to make new involvements, and plan for
activities that will be conducive to new associations that are con-
sistent with their needs. Also, they are likely able to utilize those
remaining in the system to help in the rebuilding (cf. Glasser, pp. 80-
83-) • On the other hand, ... people with only one close attachment
that is lost cannot overcome a major loss ... They often remain
depressed for long periods” (Glasser, p. 80). Rebuilding takes effort,
the presence of others and recognition that it involves a process
focusing on growth and success in place of failure.
Loneliness
Frequently throughout this literature review the word "loneliness"
has been used. Because it is such an important component of loss and
grief, we will explore the meaning and impact of loneliness on those
experiencing a separation/divorce. These are not the only people who
experience loneliness of course: "Loneliness is the single experience
most common to all of us yet is also the most misunderstood. Gener-
ally, its diagnosis ... is often vague or downright misleading.
Today huge throngs of people are suffering from the disease . . .
(Tanner, pp. ix-x) . Part of the wide-spread nature of loneliness may
be its association with social isolation which often follows a major
disruption of one's social role (Weiss, 1974, p. 145). Disruption of
one's significant role or roles results in a sense of being in limbo.
Not only is loneliness the result of no longer having a particular
role
to play, such as spouse, it is also the loss of a significant
role from
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one's support system. Lopata (1969a, p. 248) outlines the major types
of loss that tend to produce loneliness: loss of a love object; loss
of a companion; loss of someone who helps organize time and work; loss
of someone with whom to share work; loss of a source of status and life
style. The close relationship of these types of loss that are major
^r iS8ers for loneliness to the basic associations one requires in the
support system model of Weiss (1969) is striking.
Association Function Cause of Loneliness
Intimacy Loss of status and life
style
Loss of love object
Loss of companion
Social integration Loss of someone who helps
organize time and work
Loss of companion
Loss of status and life
style
Nurturant behavior Loss of someone who helps
organize time and work
Reassurance of worth Loss of someone with whom
to share work
Loss of status and life
style
Assistance or guidance Loss of someone who helps
organize time and work
The Social Readjustment Rating Scale (Holmes, Rahe, 1967) also
closely relates functional association losses to the causes of loneli-
ness listed: the death of a spouse, divorce, marital separation, a
jail term (forced separation from associations) , death of a close
family member are all loss events included in the scale and close to
the top of the scale. Tanner (pp. 57-62) suggests that all separations
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bring on loneliness, from changing jobs, children going away to school
to death of a loved one.
Loneliness is a response to loss, not to being alone, and the
absence of functional relations: "Loneliness is caused not bv being
alone but by being without some definite needed relationship or set of
relationships" (Weiss, 1969, p. 17). Weiss continues, "We become
lonely because it is in our nature to be lonely when our lives are
without certain significant relationships" (p. 37). He defines loneli-
ness as a state of being consisting of emotions, self-definitions and
perceptions of relations with others (1974, p. 15). When one is not
lonely, one is more engaged by a wider range of interests, is more
self-confident, more secure and more self-satisfied. Loneliness
produces a gnawing, empty experience marked by chronic distress with no
redeeming features. Moustakas (1972, pp. 19-21) has a different per-
ception of loneliness that includes redeeming qualities: "Being lonely
is a time of crucial significance, an entering into an unknown search,
a mystery, a unique and special moment of beauty, love, or joy or a
particular moment of pain, despair, disillusionment, doubt, rejection
(p. 19). Moustakas makes a distinction between loneliness and alone-
ness that helps to highlight the impact of both.
To be lonely means to experience the agony of living, of being, of
dying as an isolated individual or to know the beauty and joy and
wonder of being alive in solitude. Being alone is usually a
between state, a bridge to the past or the future, while being
lonely is always an immediate, here-now engagement with life at the
extremes (p. 20).
One of the extremes is the peaceful state of solitude, the other
the
pain of a broken life which usually results from a life shattered
by
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betrayal, deceit, rejection, gross misunderstanding, pain, separation,
illness, death, tragedy, and crises that alter not only one's sense of
self, but also the total environment and associations.
Weiss (1974, p. 18 ff.) talked about two classes of loneliness:
the loneliness of emotional isolation and that of social isolation
(there may be others, he suggested). Emotional isolation is marked by
the sense and fear of being abandoned while social isolation is marked
by the sense of boredom, exclusion and marginality. The dominant
symptoms of emotional loneliness are a pervasive apprehensiveness
accompanied by vigilence to some threat and a tenseness to meet the
threat or to remedy the loneliness. Boredom, aimlessness and a sense
of marginality, restlessness, and difficulty in concentration are the
most dominant symptoms of social isolation. Loneliness is different
from the total grief reaction in that grief is the syndrome of shock,
protest, anger and painful, searing sadness produced by a significant
loss. Another way to express this is to say that loneliness is a part
of the grief experience - the part dealing with the absence of a rela-
tionship (cf. Weiss, 1974, p. 16). Loneliness is, according to
Moustakas (pp. 20-21) a confrontation or an encounter with one's self.
Confrontation means the willingness to experience fear, anger, sorrow
and pain intensely and deeply. Encounter means a joyous experience of
self-discovery, a meeting of self to self.
As has been noted above, loss tends to trigger another loss thus
compounding a life crisis into a series of events and so an intensifi-
cation of loneliness. This is often more impactful when the events
become judgements made by self and others on the individual s
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competence and integrity: "The latent assumption that anyone admitting
loneliness has something wrong with him’ and the anxiety that the self
may end up without loved ones and friends compound the problems of the
temporarily lonely person by making him the object of avoidance at the
very time when he needs empathetic help" (Lopata, 1969a, p. 251).
M^ital separation tends to move from focus on the lost partner to
ruined hopes and the consequences of being in new, uncertain social
roles and general dissatisfaction which then become refocused into
loneliness. Hunt says repeatedly that loneliness becomes the central
issue in separation/divorce. Only a few escape the experience of
loneliness and those who most wanted to end the marriage often find the
initial loneliness excruciating. A. study done on loneliness by The
Women's Group on Public Welfare in London reported: "Perhaps there is
no greater loneliness than that suffered when a marriage breaks down,
particularly in a situation where the partnership has foundered so far
that communications between the two have become impossible" ([Weiss],
1974, p. 81). Even with people around, if the roles and interaction
are not working well, a person may suffer acute loneliness: "One of
the greatest revelations to me as a marriage and family counselor has
been the discovery that the most intense loneliness is found within the
home and family, where communication is in the process of breaking down
or is already in a shambles" (Tanner, p. xii)
.
During a period of loneliness one often finds there is no support-
ive person available, yet this is just what one needs. Weiss says, "I
can offer no method for ending loneliness other than the formation
of
new relationships that might repair the deficit responsible
for the
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loneliness" (1974, p. 231). He goes on to indicate that in our society
this is no easy task, one, because of the complexity of making social
contacts and two, because of the sense that one should and can cope
through having independence born of strong moral fiber. It takes
people to relieve loneliness: "... the individual is forever
appraising others for their potential as providers of the needed rela-
tionship and forever appraising situations in terms of their potential
for making the needed relationships available" (Weiss, p. 21). Some
may seek to find remedy through activity and participation in a group or
network that will accept him as a member. But loneliness is not
usually interrupted by social activity (Weiss, p. 13). Lopata (1969a,
p. 259) offers the idea that a new role cluster brought on by the dis-
ruption of the old may alleviate loneliness; thus changing from the
role of husband, provider, Boy Scout leader to a new cluster of single,
student, sports car owner may alleviate loneliness. Weiss, however,
holds that the development of new attachments must be with people who
fill the specific void; substitutes are at best temporary and usually
not of value in coping with a given loss. For example, the loss of an
intimate relationship can only be remedied by involvement in another
intimate relationship, not by a collateral association (p. 18 ff.).
".
. . The responsiveness of loneliness to just the right sort of
relationship . . . is absolutely remarkable. Given the establishment
of these relationships, loneliness will vanish abruptly and without a
trace, as though it never had existed" (Weiss, pp. 13-14). And the
memory of what it was like having been lonely also vanishes. Even the
ability to have empathy for others experiencing loneliness is gone:
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the adjustment erases the past pain and focuses on the joy of new
attachments. It would seem that as an adjustment to a separation/
divorce another marriage or marriage-like relationship in which
intimacy is possible is the most likely way of coping with the
loneliness
.
Summary
What this review of the literature suggests is that separation/
divorce is a major life crisis, a crisis that is marked by grief over
the loss of a significant personal attachment, and as a result, the
loss or alteration of other important involvements. The crisis is also
a turning point, the start of growth and change and the initiation of
new important involvements. Some people, however, do not take the
crisis as an opportunity for growth and change.
The process of endings and beginnings has a number of events or
potential turning points that are typical of marital loss. These fall
into two phases. The first phase is characterized by a major alter-
ation in the pattern and meaning of one's involvements. This focuses
on the former partner, friends, family, children and relatives. The
second phase is that of adjustment. This is characterized by
activities focused on making new attachments or altering the role of
continuing attachments. Activities and events in this phase deal with
dating, sex, exploring the possibilities of re-marriage and feelings
about one's self.
Endings and beginnings in the divorcing experience are tied to
the disruption and reformation of the individual's support
system. A
106
way to understand and describe a person’s support system is contained
in the following chapter. The intent of describing one's support
system during the separation/divorce process is to better appreciate
the role and function of the system in dealing with a major loss. To
provide a picture of an individual's support system, a Social Atom
model has been employed. This model, along with structured interviews
and relevant biographical information are presented for fifteen
formerly married people.
CHAPTER III
RESPONDENTS' CASE STUDIES AND SOCIAL ATOMS
Loss of a spouse through separation/divorce usually removes an
important element from one's support system. Further, the loss of a
marriage partner often triggers other association losses as well,
resulting in a significantly altered support system. The purpose of
this chapter is to present case studies of fifteen separated/divorced
people with particular focus on the character and function of their
support systems as they existed at the time of being interviewed. The
Social Atom model described in Chapter I is the vehicle for depicting
the person's system of associations. In the model are five functions
that appear to be significant elements in an individual's support
system: Intimacy, Guidance/Assistance, Peer/Professional, Friendship,
and Nurture/Responsibility. These five functions are also described in
Chapter I. By having the respondents describe their attachments in
relation to these five functions, it is assumed that a picture of the
pattern, role, and meaning of the individual's support system would
develop. The resulting picture should offer a wholistic view of the
interactions and attachments for the separated/divorced person at a
particular point in time.
Not only is loss a major issue for the separated/divorced person,
so, too, is the establishment of new attachments and the rebuilding of
a functional support system. The Social Atom model should provide a
way of "seeing" where a person is in the separation process: what
continued roles does the former partner play; are parents significant:
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what impact does a job have; have friendships continued, been lost or
changed; itfhat involvements seem to provide a sense of meaning and
identity; to what extent is the individual involved with self; are
children impactful in any way; is the person isolated and alone? In
the Social Atom models, each of the initials represents either a person
(capital letters) or a group (lower case letters), placed at a distance
from Self" that "feels" right to the respondent. Lines from the
initials to the Self represent relationships that the respondent
believes to be most impactful or significant. Circles around the
initials indicate that the person or group is located in more than one
of the functions in the Social Atom model. An "X" through a set of
initials is an indication that this relationship did not exist during
the time that the respondent was married.
The models prepared by the respondents are called Self-Perceived
Social Atom models. In addition to preparing the model, the respon-
dents were also asked to fill out a brief biographical sheet and they
were interviewed by the author. To integrate interview data and that
presented in the Self-Perceived Social Atom model an Observed Social
Atom model has been presented for each of the case studies. This model
is an attempt to resolve differences between what a person presented
and what they said about their involvements. For each case study, the
biographical information is presented, followed by the Self-Perceived
Social Atom model, a discussion of this model, the structured inter-
view, observations and summary and the Observed Social Atom model.
The respondents were participants in the series of eight seminar
sessions for separated/divorced people conducted by the author and his
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associates and described in Chapter I. Respondents were randomly
chosen from among a group of seminar participants who volunteered to be
subjects for this paper. Names for each of the case studies are
contrived and have no relationship in reality to the actual individual.
Confidentiality is also the main reason that initials are used in the
Social Atom models. Where necessary to maintain anonymity, place and
organization names have been changed. All time references of age and
events are in relation to the time that the respondents supplied the
information. (The material was gathered between March 11, 1975 and
May 1, 1975.) As near as possible in the Interview section the
respondent’s own words are used and placed in quotation marks. When a
direct quotation is not feasible, a paraphrase is used, including first
person pronouns, but with no quotation marks. Occasionally a third
person reportorial style is employed to make rather lengthy or
dispersed bits of material more concise. In presenting the case
studies the flavor and feel of the individual will hopefully be
conveyed. For this reason answers are given as they follow the
question asked, even though the answer does not seem to relate to the
content of the question. It may be fruitful to notice the relationship
of question to response. The interview questions are abbreviated so as
to facilitate presentation of the material. The questions as asked are
presented in Chapter I.
Case Study of Andrew
Biographical information.
Present age: 32 years old.
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Marital history: lived together one year; married five years; now
divorced
.
Age married: 26 years old when first living together; 27 years old
when married.
Length of separation/divorce: six months.
Children of marriage: none.
Present major activity: full-time faculty member in Education; part-
time graduate student.
Parent’s length of marriage: 34 years.
Marital history of parents: presently married.
Perception of parent's marriage: "It has survived and improved in the
last five to ten years. I don’t
believe if I were my mother the
marriage would have survived."
Siblings: one brother presently married, never separated.
Significant bereavements as a child: "My grandfather died when I was
12 years old."
Social Atom model (Figure 2) . Andrew has one very important
attachment in his Social Atom: J. A. She plays four functional roles
for him: his main source of Guidance/Assistance, his closest involve-
ment in Friendship and an object for Nurture/Responsibility. A second
attachment is with P. G.
,
Andrew's former wife. She functions in
Intimacy and Friendship. As a Friendship and Guidance/Assistance
attachment is D. P.; he is furthest away from Andrew in both these
functions. PARENTS are listed as Friendship attachments, but somewhat
more distant than J. A. and P. G. Two professional associates, J. L.
and J. S., are fairly close to Andrew in their function in Peer/
Professional. Two other involvements, D. C. and A. W., are less
significant. The university, u. w. , provides some sense of competence
FIGURE 2
SELF-PERCEIVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL BY ANDREW
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and is in Peer/Prof ossional; u. w. also stands for his graduate
program. c. r. c. is a professional organization to which Andrew
belongs. Recreational activities in the gym are familiar and the gym
a comfortable context that provides Andrew with a sense of being
accepted by people with no interest in his life beyond the gym
confines. The gym is listed in Other. Only two attachments have been
added since Andrew’s separation/divorce six months ago: D. P. and
J. A.
In discussing his Social Atom, Andrew spent a very long time
talking about J. A. He cried when he said he believes he gets more
caring and love from her than he gives. He said with conviction, "She
trusts me." When talking about P. G., his former wife, he said exactly
the same thing as most important to him about their present relation-
ship: "She trusts me." He stated that both J. A. and P. G. are caring
and supportive of him. His Peer/Professional associations generated
little comment. In D. P. he finds a trusted friend "to whom I can turn
for advice." The gym contains people who he knows and who know him
only in that context: and it is comfortable. Andrew's parents were
added to the Social Atom as an after- thought during the discussion
about his support system. In talking about them, Andrew said, "I have
so few people; I want to capture people into an intimate relationship.
The reactions that Andrew had to his Social Atom focused on wanting
more friends, still feeling close to his former wife and concluding
with the statement, "I like my Social Atom."
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Interview
.
1.
Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
-Relation to people, women in particular.
-Sex; it has been enlightening and helped me go beyond 'not okay'
feelings about myself and to regain self-confidence. Sex affords
me enjoyment, pleasure and communication. Sexual experiences have
changed my attitudes about female orgasm and my own performance.
-"I have been released from my expectations about sex held in
marriage.
"
2. Who or what: gives you focus, meaning right now?
—Sex with J. A. : it helps to create the bond we have and to
deepen it.
-I have become aware of a pattern of going so far toward closeness
with someone and then pulling back.
-I have learned that I want and need space and alone time.
2a. How does this compare to when married:
-I tried to shut off risky things when I was married: "I was
trying to preserve something, to maintain the status quo in
marriage. Growth has been a compound rush now."
-I could only relate to my wife, not to other women: I was afraid
to.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-"Me." Establishing "me" goals rather than "we" goals.
-Also growth activities: new people, especially women and group
things like Esalen and such.
-The fear of being alone.
-Exploring intimacy with J. A.
—Fear of restrictions brought about by J. A. having kids. And any
demands from J. A.
-I want space for me.
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3a. How does this compare to when married?
-I was afraid to do any changing when married to P. G.
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
~I don’t have a sexual performance hang—up anymore.
-Getting with many women is new and great.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-It was a mutual decision.
-I did not trust my wife; she stayed out long after work, into the
early morning hours and with no explanation.
-I could not take what she was doing, so I called it quits.
5a. How do you feel now about the decision?
-I feel good; would do it again.
-I would have split sooner if we had not been married, but just
living together as we had started to do.
-"Best thing that has ever happened to me."
Observations and summary . It appears that identity as a man is a
crucial issue for Andrew. This is expressed particularly in three
ways: his "me" goals, his desire for space and alone time, and through
his preoccupation with sex. J. A. is at present a crucial involvement;
for through her Andrew is seeking to deal with his identity issues of
sex, self, and space. Over-riding all else appears to be his pre-
occupation with sex; rather than simply a means to self identity, it
has almost become an end in itself. A recurring theme is his fear of
loneliness: "I have so few people; I want to capture people into an
intimate relationship." It is possible that the underlying
issue is
abandonment or feelings of rejection from some significant person.
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This fear is in contradiction to his expressed satisfaction with his
Social Atom.
Andrew’s male relations are rather limited. What significance
this has and how it relates to the fear of loneliness is not clear, but
seems to relate to who he had attachments with prior to his marriage
and separation.
Also unclear, but a possible cue to Andrew's feelings of personal
adequacy and well-being, is the limited new attachments he has formed
since his divorce. Only two people have been added to his support
system. One of these people, J. A., now plays a central role in four
of the five functions. His former wife is also still a central figure.
All the remaining involvements are neither close nor particularly sig-
nificant to Andrew. It would therefore appear that Andrew is very
vulnerable to another major loss experience if J. A. were to cease
being an attachment figure. Even at present, his sense of well-being
seems a bit shaky, although he is actively concerned with his personal
growth.
In Figure 3 is the author's perception of Andrew's support system,
based on both the discussion of his Social Atom and the interview.
Only two people are present in the system, J . A. who plays most of the
roles and P. G. with whom Andrew has not ended his attachment, although
the relationship is not currently functional beyond the fact that the
risk of letting go seems too great. One other feature of Andrew s
Social Atom is his deep concern and preoccupation with himself.
His
introspection and self-exploration is indicated with a circle
around
SELF.
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FIGURE 3
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF ANDREW
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Case Study of Bruce
Biographical information
.
Present age: 32 years old.
Marital history: married eight years; now separated.
Age married: 24 years old
Length of separation/divorce: one month.
Children of marriage: three, ages two, three and four; presently
living with their mother.
Present major activity: full-time graduate student in M. A. program;
formerly an electronics technician.
Parent's length of marriage: 35 years.
Marital history of parents: presently married to each other.
Perception of parent's marriage: it is not a good marriage.
Siblings: two sisters, one married once and currently married; the
other married once and currently divorced.
Significant bereavements as a child: "lack of corrective discipline."
Social Atom model (Figure 4) . Bruce has two relationships in
Intimacy, his wife, L. J. and his oldest son, J. W., who he indicates
are his most significant attachments at present. They are, however,
quite removed from being very close. He includes both, along with his
other two children, plus J. W., in a very close position in
Nur ture/Responsibility . L. J. is also a source of Guidance/Assistance,
though not as close as two others in that function, D. P. and P. S.
D. P. is a counselor seen by Bruce before his separation. P. S. is his
academic advisor and in that role is included in Peer /Prof essional.
The remaining four Peer/Professional attachments are former and present
co-workers or faculty. In all four cases Bruce was or is in a role
of
FIGURE 4
SELF-PERCEIVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL BY BRUCE
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subordinate to them. The three involvements in Friendship are quite
varied contacts. B. R. and W. M. are geographically distant and seldom
seen, though both are readily accessible by phone. B. R. has been a
friend since the sixth grade. G. M. Is Bruce* s brother-in-law who is
very accepting and empathetic with Bruce.
Besides his immediate family, Bruce has an elderly aunt, J. S.,
who he feels responsible for since neither of his sisters or any other
family members seem to care about her. In Other e. g. represents the
one social group to which Bruce belongs. It functions to provide a
social outlet. According to his Social Atom no new associations have
been established since the separation.
In discussing his Social Atom, Bruce sounded ambivalent about his
wife: he listed her as one of his most significant relations, yet he
said about her, "She is getting to me right now.*' Intimacy relations
also seemed to trouble him: "Intimacy has me buffaloed. I don't know
how to build that kind of a relationship. L. J. is almost outside that
circle, perhaps all the way out." But he also said that he was and
wanted to continue to be dependent on L. J. Of both L. J. and his
children he said that he would like to move them in closer to him. "As
for friends, I would like to fill my friendship space up completely. I
need more involvements. I have almost complete isolation from anyone
other than the wife and kids."
Bruce talked about needing to prove himself as a professional, to
be the best in his field as a soil scientist. He frequently
said "I
ought" to be more involved with e. g. , yet, though an active
member for
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a number of years, he has not attended a meeting for six months. He
also repeated that he "ought" to expand his association, "I need more
friends."
Interview .
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
-'Loneliness!" Being completely alone, nowhere to go, nothing to
do: "it is like going down a black corridor."
—The separation is still the most heavy thing. "I have never come
out on top of anything; now the separation is the largest disap-
pointment of all. I'm afraid that each time I see the children it
will be the last."
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-The knowledge that I have handled loneliness before, so I can do
it again. I come from a family that is not close; in the Navy,
too, I was a loner. Now going to school I have no friends.
-"I don't want to go back into a shell!"
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-I was alone even while married. At one time for almost a year
L. J. went home to care for her father and took the children with
her.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-Working, keeping busy at school. "At home I brood a lot and I
can't study." School has some benefit, but also a lot of worry
that "I will be going out the back door."
-I’m doing a lot of meeting people and trying to come out of my
shell. "I need to get activated, get into something."
-My oldest boy needs me very much right now; he is very insecure.
I care very much for him, but I have little opportunity to be with
him.
-I don't have anyone who really needs me except my kids
- and
perhaps my wife.
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3a. How does this compare to when married?
-I never had much contact with or caring from my parents. I have
always felt alone.
-While married, I was more socially involved with my wife in bridge
club and the Moose. But during the last year we have not been
involved in anything but school and work - and that was about it.
4. How have you changed since, separation/divorce?
-(Bruce had no response to the question and changed the subject.)
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
—
"It was mutual." (Bruce had left home for a week once before
during the current year. The most recent separation also was
percipitated by his moving out, with his wife's consent.) "I
don't like it, but I am willing to try it for her." It is good
for her, but not for me.
5a. How do you feel now about the decision?
-"I'm doing it for L. J.; so I would do it again, even though I
don't like it."
-Being separated gives me the chance to think, even though I worry
continually about how the family is doing.
-The crisis has brought us closer: "We have argued and talked more
for the last three months than during the eight years of
marriage." We see each other three or four times a week now.
-My parents never talked, guess I learned from them. "I can see it
now. It's bad for me, but I'm trying to change it."
Observations and summary . Bruce's talk about being the best and
measuring himself against his teachers and always coming out second
best, as he said, is reflected in his relationship with his wife. He
feels dependent on her and hints that it is his fault that the
separation has occurred. Failure seems to haunt him: he fears going
out the back door of school and fears that he will always be lonely.
The separation was her idea, but there is a distinct possibility
that
she acted on the separation that he actually wanted. Now he
is caught
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between wanting to move beyond the loneliness and develop new contacts
and associations, but be has in the past depended on L. J. for taking
that kind of initiative. Apparently he has lacked for a time before
his marriage any model of how to relate to people other than by being
quiet and withdrawn. He indicates a great deal of emotional isolation
while a child and that seems to have carried over into the present.
The separation seems to be closely related to the extensive involve-
ments that both Bruce and his wife developed during the year at school.
They no longer had even a remnant of contact, not that they had been
close during the marriage, judging from Bruce's comment about being
lonely even during the time they were together.
Bruce sees the separation as a trial period and says that he hopes
to get back together. He also seems expectant about the growth offered
by being free of the marriage. He seems to get much value and meaning
from being useful and helpful to others: taking care of his elderly
aunt, his oldest son and even his wife. He even couched his reasons
for the separation in terms of doing what was best for his wife. His
style seems to be to discount himself and to let others set his
patterns and objectives. He does give verbal hints that he would like
to be more focused on himself, but few actions substantiate this
concern. He has listed only three significant attachments: his son,
his wife and possibly his faculty advisor. None of these three offer
much closeness in terms of mutuality, caring and feedback. His well-
being seems to be primarily vested in being needed by others. His
support system is very slim. Figure 5 shows how the author perceives
Bruce to be involved with the few attachments he presently has.
P. S.
FIGURE 5
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF BRUCE
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is his faculty advisor, L. W., J. J. and R. J. are his three children
and J. S. is his elderly aunt.
Case study of Calvin
Biographical information .
Present age: 28 years old.
Marital history: married for four years; now divorced.
Age married: 22 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: 15 months.
Children of marriage: none.
Present major activity: full-time graduate student in M. A. program.
Formerly an electronics engineer with
industry
.
Parent’s length of marriage: 30 years.
Marital history of parents: presently married, never divorced.
Perception of parent’s marriage: "More or less a good marriage."
Siblings: one brother; never married.
Significant bereavements as a child: none.
Social Atom model (Figure 6). Calvin lists L. F. M. , his father,
as his one and only significant relationship. "My father is most
important to me, unlike anyone else." His father functions in Friend-
ship, Guidance/Assistance and Intimacy - the role in which he is marked
as most significant. R. C. M. , his mother, is also an important
person. She is in Intimacy, though not listed as being as impactful as
father. But as with father, she is listed as equally important m the
role of Guidance/Assistance. Also in Guidance/Assistance is a school
counselor, W. S., who functions as well in Peer/Professional. In
both
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functions, he is listed as being rather distant. Three people in
Intimacy also function in Friendship; they appear to be as close as
anyone outside of Calvin's immediate family: B. M.
,
a minister; L. 0.
and J. R., who live in another city. B. D. has three functions, all
rather distant from Calvin: Other, because there is no other place
that is quite right, Peer/Professional and Friendship. He is a man who
Calvin used to work with. About those others listed in Friendship,
Calvin said, "I've got a bunch at varying levels; we are all very free
to contact each other." The majority of Calvin's associations stem
from the period of time he was married or before; few additions have
been made during the separation period. G. M.
,
Calvin's only sibling,
is included in Other. Calvin said he was unclear about why he was
there; but he needed to be "somewhere." He said that they have little
contact and have little in common: "Family is still very important;
I'm missing my brother, but don't know what I want. Perhaps it is to
be physically nearer and conversant."
The change Calvin wants above all others is to move his brother to
at least a place of Friendship. Also, he would like to have someone in
Intimacy who would be geographically close and available. He would
also like to have the functions of Peer/Professional and Nurture/
Responsibility altered as they are now "being poorly met or not met at
all." After taking a final look at his Social Atom, Calvin said that
he did not have very many people who are emotionally close to him and
concluded with the comment that he felt the Social Atom he presented
was "rather inflated," that most of his associations are rather
tentative and spread over wide geographic distances.
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Interview.
1* M°st significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce
.
-Going back to school. It involves both a physical and a mental
change. life style, goals (from engineering to business) and just
getting unstuck from where I was. "Besides, I did not know what
else to do."
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-The shift in directions - going from work as an engineer back to
being a student in school in business. The outcome is still
unclear.
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-"Better than remaining as an engineer."
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-"No one stands out; school is it."
-I have had many contacts with new people since the separation.
-Also I have lost very few people, except for one or two who were
related to us as a couple, since my wife left.
3a. How does this compare to when married?
-Nothing is radically different in terms of friends.
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-My goals have changed - like moving out of engineering.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-My wife decided to split. "It was not my idea!"
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-"It is hard to say it it's good or bad. I had just as soon it had
not happened; but it had to be done if we could not iron out our
problems .
"
Observations and summary . Calvin does not appear to have associ-
ations with people who are very available to him. Most of those
in his
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Social Atom are geographically quite distant and no one is listed as
feeling" very close. He seems to have a lot of empty space in his
support system. Three people besides Calvin's parents are listed in
Intimacy; these same three are also listed in Friendship. I suspect
that these associations are with people who Calvin would like to have a
intimate, close association with! they are "hoped for attach-
ments. The relationship with G. M., his brother, is unclear, but it
seems to be very important. The brother does not presently belong in
the support system, but does represent a relationship of either past or
future significance - and quite possibly it is the future or "hoped
for" attachment that led to his inclusion in the Social Atom.
Calvin's most significant statement was that most of his associ-
ations are not emotionally close and are all rather tentative. M. M.
appears to be a lingering attachment; not quite out of the support
system, she symbolizes the intimacy that Calvin had and hopes to have
again, since she has not been replaced by another significant Intimacy
involvement. Neither has Calvin added anyone else of significance
beyond the university program. Instead of involvement with significant
others, Calvin has focused his energy on setting new self-goals and on
trying to change his life style. Being an engineer was not
satisfactory.
Calvin seems to be quite lonely and in much pain after .15 months
of marital separation with no new significant attachments. He covers
the pain by talking about many people contacts and trying to be fully
engaged in his graduate program. He holds onto the memory of his
former wife and the vague hope that he might re-establish that
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relationship. Reaching out to establish contact with his brother is a
current concern, but just what meaning this effort has is not clear.
Figure 7 illustrates the author’s perception of Calvin’s Social Atom.
Case Study of Donald
Biographical information .
Present age: 32 years old.
Marital history: lived together for two years, then married for two
and a half years.
Age married: 26 when first lived together; 28 when first married.
Length of separation/divorce: two months separated.
Children of marriage: one girl, three years old, living with her
mother.
Present major activity: full-time postal clerk.
Parent’s length of marriage: 35 years.
Marital history of parents: presently married; never divorced.
Perception of parent’s marriage: "Hell No
,
it is not a good marriage!"
Siblings: three living sisters and one deceased brother. Oldest
sister married once and presently divorced.
Significant bereavements as a child: "Loss of self. Death of a
brother when I was 22 years old."
Social Atom mode l (Figure 8) . Nineteen associations are listed by
Donald in his Social Atom; three of these are with some form of organi-
zation or group. At present it is the structure provided by a personal
growth group, d. g. , that has the most importance, Donald says. It is
listed as very important for each of three functions: Intimacy,
Guidance/Assistance and Friendship. A separated/divorced seminar, d.
s., and art guild, ’a’, are also important involvements,
functioning in
FIGURE 7
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both Guidance/Assistance and Friendship roles; 'a' is also in Peer/
Professional. The art guild is something that Donald talked about
getting into, but is not now a member: "I am starting to get
involved." None of the groups listed are as close to Donald as are the
people.
Specific people in the Social Atom who are listed as very impor-
tant are M. G. and J, both women who Donald met in the personal growth
group. They are listed in Intimacy, Guidance/Assistance and Friend-
ship. He said that they allow him to be honest. Also most important
is M. K., Donald's three-year-old daughter, who is in Nurture/Responsi-
bility. Involvement with himself is a major focus for Donald, some-
thing new since his separation and he says is an outgrowth of the
separated/divorced seminars and the personal growth group.
One man, S., is listed in both Friendship and Guidance/Assistance.
He was first met in the separated/divorced seminar: "He has helped me
a lot." The two remaining people in Friendship are Ed and E. L. , women
met in the separated/divorced seminar. Two counselors, H and D. K.,
who are listed in Guidance/Assistance, were first contacted when
Donald's wife left him. They were Donald's link with the personal
growth group and the separated/divorced seminar since they invited him
to participate in both. D and W are postal workers who provide Donald
with much positive feedback about how well he does his job. D. N. is
an auto mechanic who encourages and advises Donald on auto repairs.
He
provides Donald with a sense of achievement. All three are listed
in
Peer/Professional. E. V., K, B, K. B. and B. B. are listed in Other.
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Donald has been seeing these five women fairly regularly since his
separation. They are basically sexual associations.
Except for his daughter, M. K., and Peer/Professional associations,
all of Donald’s involvements are new since his separation. Further, he
stressed that these new involvements are with people not known by his
wife: "I’m being very careful now about who my friends are." His wife
had been the source of most of the friends they had while married.
Donald said that he is pleased he is starting to make his own friends:
"I was lost in my wife; I lived in her vagina. Now I have come out
into the open." His friends are all new, but he would now like them
all closer. "Getting women as friends is a replacement for my wife,
but I resent doing this; I will not lose myself in another woman."
Most of his involvements with women include sexual intercourse, which
he is ambivalent about. Donald talked much about sex and wanting much
more sexual involvement. But he also was critical of being too
sexually active, saying, "I don’t feel I have to do sport fucking."
His three-year-old daughter generated much comment from Donald.
”My daughter is very close to me, though my wife wanted a child, not
me. I love her very much. But I don't want custody of her; I could
not have her with me ... I would like to remain childless if I get
remarried." He reiterated that he loved her and said in tears, "I do
love her, God damn, I do."
As he looked over his Social Atom, Donald said that he realized
that virtually all his relations were new and that he felt rancor over
the separation.
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Interview.
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
-Just trying to be rational. "For six or seven years my wife has
been fooling both of us. Our relationship was a fabrication: I
have been fooled. She gave me a double message, professing love
and telling me it is too late to get back together."
1 love the woman, but she has been hiding from me. Why can ? t we
work things out?"
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-"Me! Me, God damn it. I love me." (He said this repeatedly
while crying.)
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-I did not deal with me; "now things hit me in the gut."
-My wife was previously married; she was divorced at 19 when I met
her. We began living together the next day. "I put on her that
she was responsible for my happiness. I know now that is not
right.
"
-"I took so much of my meaning from her; now I have only me."
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-People; a lot of people. "And people want to know me, even
women.
-I want to get into situations so as to meet more people.
3a. How does this compare to when married?
-My old friends are really friends of my wife.
-I used to hate strangers, especially men; I thought they might
take my wife.
-"Sometimes now it is lonely at night, but I can cope.
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-I have to deal just with me.
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5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-My wife made the decision. "I wanted her, but she rejected me."
-She spent money we did not have; now I am $3,000 in debt.
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-If I knew the realities as I know them now, it might have been
easier
.
- I have been had ! I have been had." I feel real resentment. (He
talked at length about the resentment and vented his anger at his
former wife.)
Observations and summary . It appears that much of Donald’s Social
Atom is composed of supplementary associations, people who are very
transitory in his system at present. Their presence is crucial, but he
is making many and rapid changes in his associations so no one is
likely to remain long enough t o be considered a very significant
attachment. Only with his daughter and his job-related relationships
does Donald have any long-standing involvements. Art guild is a hoped
for relationship, but is not even initiated at present; and one
counselor was known before the separation. Virtually all of Donald's
relationships are new, being established during the two months since
his separation.
Formal, structured groups have value for Donald, not so much for
the activity as for the people contacts they afford. All of his new
associations have come from two groups. The significance of the
personal growth group comes from the fact that all the Intimacy involve
ments and over half of Friendship and Guidance/Assistance associations
are outgrowths of contacts made in the group. Self-awareness
,
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reflected in the SELF listed in Nurture/Responsibility also seems
directly related to the personal growth group experience.
Donald is very ambivalent about his daughter, partially because of
his self-search and partially because it was his wife who wanted a
child and who now has her.
At the time of the interview and completion of the Social Atom
model the personal growth group and the separated/divorced seminar had
just terminated; this may account for the art group being included in
the Social Atom, even though Donald is not as yet involved in it: he
is looking for a new source of people contacts. Donald is looking
actively for other intimate, sexual contacts and involvements while
also holding onto the symbol of an intimate attachment - his wife, K.
I. It is quite apparent that he lived much of his life, values,
interests, and friends through his wife; so it is to be expected that
the effort to reach out is now quite difficult.
Donald shows much grief and loneliness and a lack of established
support to help him deal with these feelings and needs. He also shows
some relief to be free of his marriage, though he is worried over the
lingering debt that the marriage has left him. But of most importance
to him seems to be the establishment of substitute attachments for the
one that he lost. At present these attachments are transitional since
Donald's Social Atom is very much in a state of flux. Figure 9 shows
the author's perception of his present support system. SELF, repre-
senting Donald's search of his inner feelings and needs is at present
his major focus. K. I. is his former wife who still is present as a
symbol of the Intimacy that he has had and wants to have again. H. is
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the counselor who Donald is currently seeing and provides a sure source
of Guidance/Assistance. M. G. and J. are the two women who Donald
presently depends on for most of his Friendship and much of the
Guidance/Assistance. His Peer/Professional involvements are intact
from before the separation: D. and W. are fellow workers and D. N. is
the mechanic who encourages Donald in working on his car. M. K. is the
daughter who is in Nurture/Responsibility, much as she was while he was
still living with his wife. M. G. and J. are both likely to remain in
the support system only until Donald establishes an association with a
woman who will function in Intimacy for him. Another transitory in-
volvement is the counselor, H. Donald's focus on himself is likely to
continue for as long as it takes him to develop other secure
attachments
.
Case Study of Kern
Biographical information .
Present age: 21 years old.
Marital history: married for four months; now divorced.
Age married: 21 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: seven months.
Children of marriage: none.
Present major activity: full-time first year university student.
Parent's length of marriage: 30 years.
Marital history of parents: presently married.
Perception of parent's marriage: It is a good marriage, though father
disabled
.
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Siblings: one brother, one sister; both presently married, never
divorced
.
Significant bereavements as a child: none.
Social Atom model (Figure 10). Kern started describing his Social
Atom by talking about his parents who are listed in Guidance/Assistance.
They are shown to be very important to Kern. S. M. is a very good
friend who Kern has been dating frequently for a month. She functions
both in Intimacy and Friendship. In her role in Friendship she is
listed as very important. D. S. is a woman Kern met right after his
separation: she is "a super good friend" who is now engaged to be
married to another man. M. S. has been a friend since sixth grade; he
is still in Kern's home town farming and would be sorely missed if he
were to leave, according to Kern. ffa and ffawea are farming groups to
which Kern has belonged since high school; they sent him to Columbia on
an exchange trip that was a major life event
,
as Kern described it. It
was his first time alone on a trip of any extended length, and out of
the country at that. V. W. and J. L. function in both Peer/Profes-
sional and Friendship. Both men were high school friends who are now
students with Kern at the university. B. W., another high school
friend now at the university and Kern's roommate, is in Friendship.
D. H. is a female friend "acquired from my ex"; that is the only reason
for her position in Friendship, Kern said. J. C. and C. S. are ac-
quaintances met at the university. R. S. is a farmer with whom Kern
drinks and talks farming: the association keeps him in touch with the
farm. He is in Peer/Professional
.
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At present S. M. represents the most impactful association Kern
has. On one hand he would like to move her to a closer, more intimate
relationship; but on the other he fears deeper involvement because.
She is young [18] and I’m trying to keep myself from getting too
involved. M. S. is a long-time friend who epitomizes the function of
Friendship. We. can really relax together, goof around; we never get
into heavy stuff. He is like my own brother.” Presently M. S. is a
farmer in Kern’s hometown. Kern described D. S. as a "super good
friend." He expressed disappointment over the fact that she is
engaged. Kern wondered if he would now lose her as a friend. In
thinking about any changes that he would like to make in his Social
Atom, Kern expressed the desire to move more people into the Peer/
Professional function: "I want to get more involved with people in my
classes .
"
Although he did not include the separated/divorced seminar in
which he participated in his Social Atom, Kern talked about how impor-
tant his involvement was: "It helped me a lot to get things clearer
and unjumbled. I learned that I’m not alone in the world." He said
that after the separation he developed an ulcer that is now under
control
.
Interview .
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce
.
-Becoming empty, hollow. Now it is a process of getting the hollo^
place puttied up. "I never felt so empty as after my separation.
-"I've just got to get involved with somebody." I have met an 18
year old girl, but don’t want to get too involved with her since
she is so young.
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2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
I had planned to farm. It was a big decision to leave the farm
after we separated. Dad is handicapped and I have done all thefield work since I was 13. It was a big responsibility."
-I have no direction, really. I'm trying to find out what I want
to do in the future.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-Running around with old high school buddies; but they get off on
drinking quite a bit.
-Now I also have met S. M. and her group. "It has helped me quite
a bit because I need friends."
-I have some interest in psychology.
3a. How does this compare to when married?
-"I came back to school to get off the farm; I want to work with
people."
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-"I feel more confident in myself now; I sometimes wonder if it is
false confidence ... A year ago I would not have had the nerve
to come to college."
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-It was her decision: "She said 'I don't love you anymore.' I
don't really understand it myself; I thought things were going
pretty good."
3a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-"I still wish she was with me; but I don't see how I could have
made it in school. I have gotten to where I can at least accept
our divorce. I want to be by myself to study; with her I could
not get my mind on studies. I sometimes feel she took off because
she felt it would help me decide what I wanted to do."
-She could have split in an easier way.
—I even had to file since she had no reason for a divorce.
-Now I have let my own self come out for once.
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Observations and summary. Most of the people in Kern’s Social
Atom are long-time associations from his hometown. The only additions
are four university contacts; and of that group only one, S. M.
,
seems
to be of any significance to Kern. She functions in both Intimacy and
Friendship, but because of her age she reminds Kern of his former wife
and causes him to be apprehensive about getting any more involved,
perhaps even pulling away from her. She is one of two women with whom
Kern has made a significant attachment since his separation. The
second woman, D. S., became engaged shortly after Kern met her. Yet
she is seen as a very special friend by Kern. Neither involvement
seems likely to develop into a close, permanent, association, yet Kern
does seem to be looking for someone, perhaps almost anyone, to become
intimate with. His comment that he just has to get involved with
somebody lends support to this drive to be involved.
The significance of ffa and ffawea is that they contributed to the
development of self-confidence, independence and willingness to take
risks. They may have set the stage for Kern’s ability to cope with the
divorce, which then demonstrated to him that he could deal with other
new situations. With this confidence, he returned to school. Risk-
taking and venturing into areas new and uncertain is a major theme in
Kern's life following his separation. The pressures to stay farming
were strong: his father is disabled and not able to operate the farm;
his best friend also is a farmer in Kern's hometown; Kern had run much
of the farm since he was 13 years old; he was recognized by the ffa as
a young person with high potential as a farmer; and there was no model
or support for venturing into a new life style and pattern. But the
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separation was the motivation to change his goals and life directions
so as to be more "people-oriented," as he said.
Kern expressed mixed feelings about the divorce: on one hand he
he missed the relationship he had with his former wife, but on the
other hand, the freedom provided by the divorce helped to open the way
to school and to change from being a farmer to another, more humanis-
tically oriented professional. About coming back to school, Kern said,
"I have let my own self come out for once."
Changing, growing, venturing into new things while maintaining a
fairly stable support system characterizes Kern's post-divorce
experience. The stability of the support system is not surprising,
given that he had deep roots in the community he had lived in since
birth and that he was married for only a few months. Shown in Figure
11 is the author's perception of Kern's Social Atom: it is relatively
unchanged from what he presented. The few changes there are follow.
The woman Kern has been dating, S. M., is not as close in her function
of Intimacy, but closer in that of Friendship. The other woman, D. S.
who Kern met shortly after his separation and who is now engaged, still
is important, and so close to Kern, as close as his long-time friend
and roommate, M. S., in Friendship. J. L. , V. W. and B. W. are located
as Kern perceived them in Friendship. In Peer/Professional is the
university since it is a vehicle for Kern's growth and change in both
self-knowledge and self-confidence. For similar reasons the separated/
divorced seminars are included in Guidance/Assistance.
FIGURE 11
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF KERN
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Case Study of Oscar
Biographical information
.
Present age: 35 years old.
Marital history: married once for four years.
Age married: 30 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: divorced nine months.
Children of marriage: none.
Present major activity: full-time faculty member, College of
Education.
Parent's legnth of marriage: 18 years.
Marital history of parents: married until father died; mother never
remarried
.
Perception of parent's marriage: it was a good one.
Siblings: one sister, married once and presently divorced.
Significant bereavements as a child: loss of father when Oscar was 15.
Social Atom model (Figure 12) . It is a toss-up as to whether
self-improvement, sip, or inservice have the more impact and meaning
for him, Oscar says, sip represents both a look at and discovery of
self while inservice represents a demonstration to others of skills,
talent and competency. At present the sip involves a link with L. S.
who is both counselor and sip teacher for Oscar. T. W. is also a
counselor and department head of Oscar's department and a teacher of
sip. He is also closely allied to Oscar's inservice activities, ira
represents the professional program that Oscar works in while A. A.,
G. M. and J. L. are faculty associates in that program. G. M. is a
challenge academically, a very stimulating peer. A. A. and J. L.
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should be backed out since they were also couple contacts; besides,
J. L. cannot be trusted on personal matters." People with the
function of Friendship are about equal in their feel of closeness to
Oscar. M. D. is a woman acquaintance who is also divorced so, as Oscar
expressed it, has had much to share. J. G. is a skiing buddy, "a
seasonal friend." Oscar indicates on the Social Atom model by use of
an arrow that J. G. should at least be moved back, if not out. A
person who has been a contact for many years is P. 0. who is geograph-
ically removed: "He is a dear friend; but I hold him at a distance."
J. B. is a woman with whom Oscar has found much support since both were
having marital difficulties at about the same time: "We had an affair
that ended with me getting a divorce and she going back to her
husband." sds is the separated/divorced seminar in which Oscar partic-
ipated; it served primarily as a source of friendships.
Oscar characterized T. W. as having special importance because,
"he takes a special interest in me." Oscar also said that he would
like to bring L. S. into a closer position, like that of T. W., though
still in the role of Guidance/Assistance. Someone with whom Oscar had
a Friendship attachment, J. B., but who had withdrawn because of a
decision to end an affair with Oscar, still has much attraction for
Oscar: "I would like her to be in closer to me." She is the only
woman who Oscar indicated as having much impact on him.
"As I look at my Social Atom I am looking for women, but they are
not there to any degree; guess I don’t trust women." But he also said
that he would like to have an intimate association, especially with a
woman. In general, he expressed satisfaction with his Social Atom:
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I like my support system; only an intimate is missing, but that's
all." He also said that he was surprised at the importance of the
inservice training part of his work.
Interview .
1* Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
-My involvement with hypnosis in the self-improvement program:
"absolutely refreshing." And my counseling with L. S. just after
the separation was tremendous, he introduced me to hypnosis.
-After my separation I also went to my department head for advice
and counsel. He also worked with me through hypnosis.
-As a result of hypnosis, my self-perception has come up many
stages: "My God the confidence I have!" I know that I am a good
person; I don't have to convince myself that I am good.
-I should thank my former wife, B, for what has happened. "I'm
finding out who the real me is; I don't drink very much anymore.
I just feel very content; and that's nice."
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-My profession has given me an avenue to pursue, but is not my
primary interest.
-Really nothing, beyond hypnosis; it pervades everything.
-I enjoy skiing; I have met many women that way.
-I also enjoy sex; but I don't want much emotional involvement.
-As much as anything, I enjoy the inservice training aspect of my
job. (Throughout the interview, Oscar kept returning to how much
his job meant to him.)
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-I have so much more confidence. I used to take Vallium before
each inservice session; now I don't do that.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-My two counselors, L. S. and T. W.
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1 very quickly withdrew from all of my (our) friends when B. and
I split; they were couple friends.
-I trust both L. S. and T. W.; they are bright and what I needed
at the time I separated. I see little of L. S. now and I miss
him.
3a. How does this compare to when married?
-Just before we separated 90% of all our friends moved; we had up
to then many friends.
-I m becoming less social - by choice. "I feel very conspicuous in
town, I like to turn loose when I get out of town."
-"Now I just chit-chat a lot and have coffee more with faculty and
friends .
"
-"I don't know when I last had a date."
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-I'm more self-centered; it's natural, I guess.
-Now I want to choose the people to be with and not do just what is
expected of me.
-I'm in better physical shape now. I run in the morning and just
finished a karate class.
-My men friends have increased; women friends have decreased. "I
would like to find a female friend, but that is hard. I guess
attraction is subconscious."
-Emotionally, I feel really stable now: that's the hypnosis again.
-"My family values have changed. I used to want kids. Now I don't
have to have kids."
-I'm more successful in my job.
-I know that the time will come when I want to get married again,
perhaps again to B. P.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-She thinks it was mine; I think it was hers.
-It is still very confusing as to who initiated the divorce. I
had the papers drawn-up and insisted she sign, even though she
said she did not want to."
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5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
- I could have made the commitment to make it go, but she needed
more space. It was a necessity for her." And now for me it is a
real treat.
— I enjoy the sexual exploration, my job and the hypnosis." That
is all new since the divorce.
“The fear for me is that we might find someone else while we are
apart from each other.
Observations and summary . Only with his job, two faculty associ-
ates with whom he works and one distant friend does Oscar have any
significant involvement, although he is on a self-search, or self-
improvement, through hypnosis. His people contacts are about the same
as before he divorced, although he listed a number of new people. Many
of the new associations sounded very tentative, although Oscar wishes
it otherwise with his counselor L. S. Oscar's professional involve-
ments, both people and role, seem to be very basic to his sense of
well-being: they permeate his Social Atom. Only the self-improvement
program rivals his professional involvement. Now that he is less
dependent on being taught the necessary skills to utilize sip, it would
seem that the program and its teachers will become less important. A
major contribution of sip was to undergird and encourage the develop-
ment of self-confidence: that task has progressed to the point where
it will be integrated into Oscar's professional activities. Women are
conspicuous by their absence in Oscar's support system. He said he did
not trust women, yet that he would like to have a woman in the Intimacy
role. Further, he talked about remarrying his former wife. It would
appear that he is experiencing the sense of loss more than he admits
to
even himself. It would also appear that Oscar has some regrets
over
152
the divorce; but he justifies it by believing that for her it was best.
He talked some about the remarriage to his former wife occurring in
three to five years, after they both had had an opportunity to grow and
get established professionally. His statement that he could have made
a go of the marriage is strong support for his having regretted the
divorce and a hint that he would like to be back together. His state-
ment that he "fears" they might get involved with someone else, that he
only wants non- involving sex, and the fact that no one is in the
Intimacy function all suggest that he really has regrets over the
divorce and hopes for a reconciliation.
Figure 13 is based on the author’s observations of Oscar and his
Social Atom. It appears that Oscar is carrying the memory of his
former wife, B. P., as if he had a functional relationship with her in
Intimacy. She is therefore shown as being on the edge of his support
system in the function of Intimacy. L. S. and the self-improvement
program are still in Guidance/Assistance but are not as significant as
his department head and counselor, T. W., and the self-confidence to
take charge of his own self-growth. The most binding and significant
involvement that Oscar has is in his job, represented by ira in Peer/
Professional. The woman with whom Oscar had an affair while married,
J. B., seems to be the only person who fills any of the functions of
Friendship, and these may be only tentative as she could be a com-
pelling threat to Oscar’s desire to not get seriously attached to
anyone at the present.
FIGURE 13
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF OSCAR
\ NURTURE OF, RESPONSIBILITY FOIJ^
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Case Study of Elaine
Biographical information
.
Present age: 27 years old.
Marital history: married once for six years.
Age married: 20 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: seven months separated, four months
divorced.
Children of marriage: two children living with Elaine, one three and
a half years old, the other two years old.
Present major activity: full-time graduate student and mother.
Parent* s length of marriage: 35 years.
Marital history of parents: presently married.
Perception of parent's marriage: "I used to think it was fantastic -
the best I'd ever seen because they
loved each other and I didn't see
much of that in other marriages of
that length. But now I don't feel
it's 'good'; it's functional."
Siblings: two brothers, both presently married, neither ever divorced.
Significant bereavements as a child: lost two good friends during high
school, a close grandfather and a
grandmother during childhood.
Social Atom model (Figure 14). Starting with Guidance, Elaine
described C. H. as a man who is her professional counselor, a role that
she chooses to limit him to, though "he could easily be more." Her
Peer/Professional involvements have two faculty people who advise and
supervise her work. "L. B. and D. F. tell me they like what I do.
For Friendship G. I. is a woman Elaine has known since they were
children together, but only recently have they become close and more
revealing with each other; for that reason, Elaine put an "X" through
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FIGURE 14
SELF-PERCEIVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL BY ELAINE
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her initials. S. K. is a woman with whom Elaine feels very close:
"She is almost an intimate; that’s why I underlined her.” For Intimacy
Elaine has one man, J. G., who "could easily be reversed with S. K.
I can be more honest with S. K. than J. G., but because S. K. and I
lead separate lives, I can more fully share with J. G." Both S. K. and
J. G. are the most impactful people at present in Elaine's support
system, she said. Family members comprise the attachments in Nurture/
Responsibility. B. A. and M. A. are Elaine's two children. M. K. is
her mother. Only one involvement is listed in more than one function:
gcg stands for Elaine's graduate program and the graduate students in
that program. As needed, the program offers associations that function
for Guidance/Assistance, Peer/Professional and Friendship: "They give
me advice, a sense of doing a good job and a chance to mess around."
Reviewing her Social Atom, Elaine said, "I realize in doing this
how important my friendship with S. K. is. Our roles for each other
can fluctuate, move around as we need - and fairly easily and
frequently." She said that J. G. could be moved closer in his role of
Intimacy. She expressed a desire to have more people closer to her in
the function of Friendship because, "I'm afraid I'm going to lose the
whole area since S. K. is going to be moving." At this point she
expressed satisfaction with the people around her: "I like all these
people; I think they are neat." The place of the children in the
system pleased Elaine, since she had been keeping them away from her,
"But now I'm letting them come in." Elaine noted that only her mother
and the two children remain in her Social Atom from the period of time
when she was married: "Everybody else is gone. I just picked up and
157
moved away from the whole thing when I left my husband." She then
expressed satisfaction that she has built her own present support
system.
Interview
.
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
-Nothing specific.
-I see a parallel between my parent’s marriage and mine: my father
and my husband are very controlling men. Knowing that my mother
was unhappy had an effect on me when my marriage was also unhappy:
I saw myself going the same way as my mother.
-I was struck, by the ambivalence I feel about a lot of things. "I
thought these feelings were because of being married, but they are
still with me." I know now that it’s about who I want in my life,
how close to get to people, and not wanting my kids, especially my
little girl. I did not want her. I even wondered once if I
wanted her to die when she was seriously ill: "I'm still uncer-
tain about her."
-The kids have more power over my life than I do.
-Another side of my ambivalence is that I want to be involved with
men, but without children.
-"It's sad, but I can't go back and redo it, but I was a virgin
when 1 married. Sex was only for married people. Now I am more
spontaneous and comfortable with sex since I'm divorced."
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-"I don't know; I feel better than I have for a long time, but not
the way 1 want to." I feel I'm going to be okay because I have to
be for the kids.
-Before I have always had to have somebody to be with; not so much
now. "I don't see a consistent person, just a lot of reaching out
to a lot of people."
"I guess I can always rely on my mother. I have depended more on
her since I separated. She feels I’m her best friend; but she is
not mine." There are some things I can't share with her,
especially things about sex.
158
2a. How does this compare to when married?
My mother has been the most constant person I have had for along time."
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-J . G. and my kids, I guess.
3a. How does this compare to when married?
-Everybody is new except my mother and the kids. "There isn’t much
similarity, really."
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-My personal freedom is greater: I can go and do what I want, be
with who I want.
-I no longer have to be so dependent on my former husband; but I do
miss being supportive and helpful to him.
-I lived for ray husband; now I live for me. "Three-quarters of my
values, judgements and beliefs came directly from him, even when I
wanted to change, I turned to him. I asked him to show me who I
am. It’s not his fault."
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-"It was my decision to divorce; we mutually agreed to separate."
We knew that we couldn’t live together.
-We had had a. lot of separations because of his work in the
military.
-I wanted a lot of space which made his life miserable.
-I left him, moved to another state and then decided not to ever go
back. He always throws this back at me - that I left him under
false pretenses.
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-I have some regrets. I wish we could have gone through some
counseling.
-"I still see us as being involved at some points, at least because
of the kids and because we have some holes to fill up.'
-"It really isn’t all over; I can never live with him, but don't
want him out of my life."
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Oj3servation s and summary
. Elaine presents a fairly balanced
Social Atom with important people in each of the five functions. S. K.
and J. G. are described as people who can be flexible in their roles,
adapting to various needs; this is especially true of S. K. The Social
Atom also has a balance between men and women. It would appear that
the attachments outside of the family in the function of Nurture/
Responsibility, are by choice, not by circumstance. Thus Elaine is
very much the creator of her support system. She is likely, however,
to make frequent changes as she searches for her identity as a single
woman with two children. The roles people play in the support system
are fairly clear and well-defined from Elaine's perspective giving her
system an element of stability along with the possibility for inten-
tional flexibility and changes. Freedom and self-expression are woven
into a strong theme of discovery and growth for Elaine right now. The
uncertainty about where to direct her life and what the consequences
will be, along with a desire to experiment in directions and relation-
ships, are reflected in a number of ambivalent feelings about kids,
love, and sex. Some of the ambivalence about the children is positive
in that they provide a reason, a motivation to cope with her new life
in terms of being a responsible parent. The other side of that is the
restrictions on her freedom that Elaine feels the children create. In
any event, the two children have a lot of impact on her life at
present. Elaine appears to have some strong attractions to her former
husband. Just what role he plays is unclear, but her statement that
"It really isn't all over ..." suggests he holds at least some
meaning for her. At the same time she is pleased to have the freedom
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and space from him. The theme of ambivalence may originate with
Elaine's uncertainty of where her former husband should be in her life.
Figure 15 is based on the author’s observations and perceptions of
Elaine. Her former husband, B. A., is still on the edge of Elaine's
Social Atom, suggesting at least a symbol of past meaning in Intimacy.
J. G. is more likely located in Friendship rather than in Intimacy
where Elaine had placed him. Her mother, M. K., seems to be a model of
how to and how not to deal with marriage and unhappiness; so she is
more a source of Guidance/Assistance than an object of Nurture/Respon-
sibility, but she functions in both areas. Both children, B. A. and
M. A., are important in that they need Elaine and she benefits from
being needed. The other people who Elaine included in her Social Atom
and her graduate program were not mentioned with much feeling when
Elaine discussed what was going on in her life at present. For that
reason, they are rather tentative, unsettled attachments and not
presently integrated into the Social Atom.
Case Study of Florence
Biographical information .
Present age: 33 years old.
Marital history: married ten years.
Age married: 22 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: six months.
three children, aged nine, seven and four; axl
are living with Florence.
Children of marriage:
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FIGURE 15
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF ELAINE
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Present major activity: teaching in an elementary experimental school;
part-time psychology student, and part-time
experimental school board member.
Parent's length of marriage: 25 years.
Marital history of parents: married once; never divorced. Father now
dead, mother never remarried.
Perception of parent's marriage: "It was not a good marriage. My
mother remained in it because of the
belief in the Catholic view that once
married, married for ever."
Siblings: two brothers, one sister. All three married, but one
brother now divorced.
Significant bereavements as a child: Father died when Florence was 18
years old.
Social Atom model (Figure 16). Florence's temporary part-time
teaching and school board positions are represented by "teachers" and
"school board"; they function in Peer /Professional: "They make me feel
good and capable." Her three children also provide Florence with a
sense of being worthwhile, capable. They are a source of sustenance:
"It gives me a lot to be responsible for my children." They are listed
in Nurture/Responsibility. P. M. and "Family" are located in Other
functions. The family is there because they provided so much
definition of Florence's reality and of what is right and wrong: "It
is so important, that they care and accept me." P. M. still offers
assistance in doing certain tasks, offering information for taxes and
other business matters. In his negative role, P. M. is very impactful.
D. P. is an adviser and counselor who functions in both Guidance/
Assistance and Friendship. A. P. and B. E. are two women who have been
very supportive during the separation process. B. E. separated from
her husband a year before Florence separated. The other fifteen people
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FIGURE 16
SELF-PERCEIVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL BY FLORENCE
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listed in the Friendship area are rather tentative in their role, for
Florence is uncertain just what their meaning is, she said. R. H. is
a man who has provided much care and support during the separation; he
functions in Guidance/Assistance and in Friendship. To a great degree
he has been replaced by J. M., however. "J. M. gives me a lot of
support and reinforcement. He makes me feel so good about myself." He
provides Intimacy and Guidance/Assistance and at present is the most
significant person for Florence as she develops her identity as a
single person.
Besides what J. M. already does, Florence would like him in the
Nurture/Responsibility role so that she can give him more of herself.
Of P . M. she said, "I wish I was freer of his power over me; I would
like to include him in Friendship.'' She said that she wanted no other
changes at present. Reflecting on her Social Atom, Florence said, "I'm
not quite sure, but I guess I am surprised that I could put anybody
down in my Social Atom. And of those I did, J. M. is the only person I
feel really close to and open with." As an afterthought she added:
"When I was hurting it was difficult to ask help from others. So I had
to ask myself 'where are people for me?'" And many people may not know
of their importance to me.
Interview .
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
-My relationship with J. M.
-"I want to say more about having to review why my marriage ended.
I have not dealt with it at all. My background says that marriage
is sacred. If I violate what is sacred, nothing is sacred." I
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have begun an unending process of taking things apart: "I have
this tremendous feeling that I have destroyed the sacred."
-My mother believes that I have destroyed something sacred. She
does not ever want to see J. M.
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-J. M. does; but I have this worry or anxiety over not feeling bad
about being divorced. "I feel I am not being punished enough."
-I am as happy much of the time as I have ever been, but I am
waiting for the punishment to come.
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-Having my relationship with J. M. is so very different than what
I had with my husband.
-The biggest thing is that I respect J. M. and he respects me. My
husband and I did not respect each other.
-Sexually I feel good. Sex was not important to my husband; it was
and is to me.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-"Negative figures seem to stand out in my mind." Both my family
and P. M.'s family are so against what I am doing. P. M. 's family
has completely cut me off. When they write to the children, they
send the letters to P. M.’s office because they will not even
write the address where I live.
-My brother is very supportive - the one who is divorced. He gives
me encouragement
.
-P. M. is still very influential; he gives me advice when I need it
and he drains me: "What influence he still has on me! I have ten
years of stuff to get rid of."
-Many of my friends, people we knew as a couple, have backed off;
some have adjusted to my divorce and are friends again.
-Of course I get support from J. M. and I can always see my friend
R. H. who gives me a lot of support; he is far away, but I can
always call him.
3a. How does this compare to when married?
-P. M. did then and still does blame me, and I let him, for
things
that happen to the kids - like colds and getting sick.
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce.?
-I'm just so much freer; I do not have to bear P. M.'s judgements.
-I feel so much better about myself as a sexual person - sex is
okay and good.
-I feel good because I acted to separate, that I took the risk and
have kept on going.
—I m a lot easier, a lot more comfortable with myself and with mv
kids.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-It was all my decision.
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-"It was the right decision, very much. I'm still so glad I did
it, even though what I'm going to do with school or work is
unclear.
"
Observations and summary . Only her job - teaching and being on
the board of an experimental school - have been added to Florence's
Social Atom since she separated. J. M. was a friend before the
separation. The lack of significant change in the support system
suggests continuity and stability so that the divorcing experience was
entered with a fairly intact pattern of attachments. The "where are
people" question that Florence asked helped her to make the transition
from separation to being single: she was intentional about keeping in
touch with selected people. Only J. M. and the three children,
however, provide her with a sense of mutuality; the rest of those that
she said were in her support system are associations that tend to wait
for Florence to take the initiative. P. M. is a special part of her
Social Atom, being her former partner and still playing a vital, though
often not wanted role, in the system. Except for advice, he plays a
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negative role, reminding her of her failures and weaknesses. Also very
strong negative figures are both sets of parents: her mother and in-
laws are judgemental and sources to remind her of her religious and
value background that does not permit divorce. They tend to inhibit
and undo her adjustment to being a divorced person. As a result,
Florence is somewhat restrained from completing the transition to being
a single women with three children. Her one strong force for adjust-
ment is J . M. But since he is so pivotal, Florence is very vulnerable
to any loss of his presence and power.
The author's observations, contained in Figure 17, of Florence's
Social Atom suggest that two positive functions are provided by J. M.
through Intimacy and perhaps in Nurture/Responsibility. The three
children are also present in Nurture/Responsibility, although they were
not mentioned much during the interview. Though negative, the rela-
tionship with her former husband, P. M.
,
continues to have a tremendous
amount of influence on her at present, serving primarily as a reminder
of her guilt and failure to keep her religious faith. To a slightly
lesser degree the family also plays this negative function. Both P. M.
and family pull Florence back into feeling bad about herself and her
action to separate.
Case Study of Gloria
Biographical Information .
Present age: AO years old.
Marital history: married for 17 years.
Age married: 19 years old.
FIGURE 17
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF FLORENCE
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Length of separation/divorce: three years divorced.
Children of marriage: two, one 14, the other 17 years old.
Present major activity: full-time doctoral candidate in clinical
psychology.
Parent’s length of marriage: married 48 years.
Msti-tal history of parents: presently married.
Perception of parent’s marriage: It has been a good marriage.
Siblings: none.
Significant bereavements as a child: none as a child j but separation
trauma has been significant.
Social Atom model (Figure 18) . For Intimacy Gloria lists one
person, M. R., who is one of her most significant associations. M. R.
is also listed in Peer/Professional: "She is a measure, a model of
what I want to be like as a counselor." Gloria also has placed M. R.
in Nurture/Responsibility for she feels she gives quite a bit to her.
f. c. stands for a class in family counseling which at present is very
important to Gloria: "It has a lot of impact for me because I am
trying to understand what happened or went wrong in my own marraige."
f. c. is located in Guidance/Assistance. This need to know is
associated with K. H., her former husband, who is located in Other. In
that position his function is to remind Gloria of her deep hurt and
pain over her divorce, which she has also noted in Other. "He is the
focus of my hurt and my pain, so I had to put him somewhere." The
separated/divorced seminar, s. d., is another vehicle that Gloria says
gives her Guidance/Assistance so that she can better understand what
has happened to her because of the break-up of her marriage. life, a
series of classes on parent effectiveness is a source of Guidance/
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FIGURE 18
SELF-PERCEIVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL BY GLORIA
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Assistance for her role as a parent of two teenagers. Those two are
represented by S. H. and R. H. in Nurture/Responsibility; she says that
she cares very much about them and they serve as a significant focus of
her life. G. & D. S. are Gloria's parents who she has placed in
Friendship because, though certain things cannot be shared with them,
they have been helpful and accepting of her throughout the divorcing
experience. bb stands for Big Brothers, an organization that Gloria
started locally and that she feels directly responsible for at the
present time. P. K. is a counselor with whom Gloria works as a co-
professional. She serves as a role model and so is in Peer/Profes—
sional
; but she also is in Friendship and Guidance/Assistance. The
other people and groups listed in Gloria's Social Atom received no
particular comment from her.
Gloria said she was fairly comfortable with her Social Atom, but
did say, "It's kind of sad, no one is really in Intimacy; my friend has
moved away." She also expressed a wish to have more Peer/Professional
involvements. The importance in her life of her former husband
surprised Gloria: "I have really nothing to do with him, but he is
still inside me. It is a creepy situation; I don't like it. Maybe if
I remarried he would slip out of my life." In looking over her Social
Atom model, Gloria said that she would feel destitute if all her
friends were to be lost: "And they will be because I'm moving. But my
close friend [M. R. ] will be a life-line because she is near my new
job." She concluded her comments about the Social Atom with the state-
ment that "doing this makes me realize that I have expanded my life
quite a bit since I was divorced."
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Intervi ew .
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce
.
-A friendship that I developed after I divorced: "I had the same
feelings, shared the same needs as in my marriage, but this was
with a woman!" I have been surprised what little difference there
is between male and female relationships."
-Knowing this woman friend ".
. . boosted my morale and self-esteem
because of my ability to relate. I felt pretty much of a failure
after my marriage."
-Recently this friend has moved away.
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-Since I separated, "I have been extremely self-motivated to grow."
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-I always wanted to grow, but didn't know how. "The divorce just
seemed to accelerate my desire to grow."
-When I was married I was very dependent on my husband.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-"My children, primarily."
-Also, the people I work with at the mental health center and some
of my fellow graduate students.
-"It is my children who I’m closest to. Except for my children I
don’t really have a person close to me now that my friend has
moved .
”
-I do keep in touch with my parents.
-Oh, and I do have a male friend, but I am ending that: "I don't
want to get any closer to him because I know I will be leaving.
3a. How does this compare to when married?
-Well, before I was divorced, T was afraid of my husband; it was
threatening to be open with him — or anyone.
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4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-I'm probably more open and willing to express myself; that is what
stands out.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
—'It was his decision, not mine."
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-"I still feel bad; wish I could have worked it out with him; but
he was not willing.
Observations and summary
. Gloria's Social Atom is more a re-
flection of her imminent move than of the effect of her separation,
although there is a relationship: once again she is experiencing a
loss which heightens memories of the pain associated with the loss of
her marriage. Her former husband, K. H., still represents a major
force on Gloria's life at present. Her anger and hurt over the divorce
is very present and it focuses on her former partner. The move to a
new location and a new job sharpens that focus. A major theme for
Gloria is self-growth. Most of her involvements, like the courses she
listed in family counseling and parenting, and her career in counseling
have a primary focus on self-knowledge and growth. People and groups
are used primarily to better understand herself as a woman, a mother
and a professional person. After three years being separated from her
husband, the need to know and understand "what went wrong" is still
very strong. This is also influenced by her deep disappointment that
her marriage did end when she did not and still does not accept that it
should have. Thus she both holds on to K. H. and her anger and also
becomes involved in activities and with people who will give her
perspective on her experience - and in a way continue to fuel her pain
174
and hurt. In a sense her whole support system is organized around
justifying or understanding her marital loss.
Gloria says that she has only two significant attachments at
present, her two teenage children; but it is not clear what they do f ot-
her, unless it is perhaps to give her the feeling of usefulness and
value. The attachment to herself is the most impactful at the moment,
although her potential reassociation with her friend M. R. could also
become, as it has been, the most important attachment. Even now M. R.
fulfills three functions: Intimacy, Peer/Prof essional and Friendship,
classes are crucial at present in trying to aid her in breaking loose
from the influences of K. H., located in Other because of his strong
negative influences. Complicating her ability to come to a resolution
over her divorce is her impending move to a new job and locale. These
observations are depicted in Figure 19.
Case Study of Helen
Biographical information .
Present age: 29 years old.
Marital history: married 11 years.
Age married: 18 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: six months.
Children of marriage: one boy, aged three, living with Helen.
Present major activity: full-time graduate student and mother.
Parent's length of marriage: 18 years.
Marital history of parents: divorced and both remarried to someone
else.
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FIGURE 19
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF GLORIA
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Perception of parent's marriage: their marriage to each other was not
a good one.
Siblings: one sister, presently married; never divorced.
Significant bereavements as a child: lost pet dog.
Social Atom model (Figure 20). In Peer/Professional Helen has
listed college classes. They are my life line; my future existence is
being planned there." She has marked them as very significant
. church
is also very significant in its function of Guidance/Assistance. It
provides something that "right now I need; it is very important to me."
A third very significant association is with T. H., Helen's son. The
fourth most impactful association Helen lists is with B. H., a man who
has been a "dear friend" for years. "We have no physical contact, but
we do have great intellectual communication." He functions in
Intimacy, Guidance/Assistance and Friendship. Helen's mother, "Mom,"
is present for two functions, Intimacy and Nurture/Responsibility. She
and Helen share much because both are divorced. S. W. is a girl friend
who Helen has known since junior high school. She is located in both
Intimacy and Friendship. "We have remained in very good communication
for years and years." In Other are three family members: "Dad,"
"Sister," and "Uncle." Dad and Sister are there because, "They are
family and ought to be some place." Uncle also fills a role in Friend-
ship because Helen said she feels close to him. F. S. is a Roman
Catholic priest for whom Helen types and does editing. He gives her
Guidance/Assistance and Friendship. In Peer/Professional are two
people, F. W. and L. D. who are available for academic and career
advice when needed. The remaining people in Helen's Social Atom were
FIGURE 20
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not specifically discussed. She said that these are people who she can
get in touch with if the need or desire arises. This group includes
her former husband, R. H.
"My mother has been there when I need her; but we do not see eye
to eye. She never really wanted me to go to college. Surprisingly,
she is more liberal than I am." After making this comment, Helen
remarked that all the people in Intimacy, Mom, S. W. and B. H. are very
close: "There is nothing of me that they don't know, that I haven't
opened up to. I'm comfortable in talking to them about anything."
Only one change in the Social Atom concerned Helen. She wanted her Dad
and Sister to have a better, more meaningful place in her life. "No
other change needs to be made," she said. After a long pause, Helen
abruptly said, "There's this gap I am finding - how to evaluate a
physical relationship. Unless you experience it, how can you tell if
it will be good or not? And how do you keep a relationship balanced so
that it is not just physical? I don't need or want it, but I think
about it. I don't know how to handle it, but it's exciting, and one of
my most unsure areas." She then went on reviewing her Social Atom.
"Overall, my life is not crowded. All of the people who are important
to me are not in town. So I meet new people because no one else is
readily available. I think this is to my advantage; I know they are
there, but I have space to try new things, to try my freedom." All ot
the people in Helen's Social Atom now who were also there when she was
married, have changed their roles, she said. "I have not replaced my
friends, I have just allowed myself to expand and be different, so they
have also changed in their relationship to me." Looking at
the Social
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Atom model, she said, "It is a real eye-opener as to who I do have
around me. It is neat: I like me. I'm pleased with where I am at.
I am really me!"
Interview
.
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce
.
-My college. Going back to school sets a certain attitude and for
me it’s a positive force.
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-Having T. H., my son. "I don't feel alone. He gives me a lot of
love and closeness. I don't have to go home to an empty house
like his father does."
-Age-wise, T. H. accepts our divorce well.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-My mother does; she has been a very substantial figure in all
this. She has had some good advice since she also has gone
through a divorce. But I don't rely on her that much.
-Also B. H. and S. W.
,
two people who have been close friends for
years and years.
-I do have quite a few people who have also been divorced and who I
can seek out, but there is no one in particular.
3a. How does this compare, to when married?
-R. H. had been my whole life. "Now I am a people freak. I was
also that way before I was married, too. We clung to each other.
I went straight from my parents to my marriage so I didn't miss
my freedom."
-I have men and women friends equally, but now when I'm attracted
to a man, an inhibition immediately comes forward and I stand
back.
-I used to be very much at ease; now I have a little girl lack of
confidence.
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4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-I never could exist without R. H.;
pendent than I should be.
now I am perhaps more inde-
"rm doing things now that used to be just in the back of my head.
R. H. being an attorney was enough for me; now I am going to be an
attorney myself.
-I used to live my life through R. H. I find since we divorced
that I have a better relationship with my son and that my
relations with people have just bloomed.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-We knew we were going through some kind of turmoil in our
marriage; but this was because of the pressure of R. H.’s work,
we thought. "It turned out that he was involved with another
woman. He moved out, then came back, and did this a few mere
times .
"
-I decided on the divorce; he did not want it. Instead, he thought
he could live with her during the week and me on weekends. "That
I could not take, so I decided on the divorce."
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-"I feel great! It was just right for me."
Observations and summary
. Helen’s support system was not severely
disrupted by the divorce, even though she talked about "not existing
without her husband, R. H." She did maintain contact with a number of
other people: her son, a male friend who was a great intellectual
stimulus, her mother and a variety of other less impactful associations.
Even of the people who she marked as new, most of them she said she at
least had known before she divorced. What changed for Helen with the
divorce was not who her associations were, as much as the role or
impact they had for her. A major factor for Helen is the confidence
that her long-time associations are available if she needs them. With
this confidence, and since these associations are not geographically
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present, Helen is able to reach out to new people. Thus her Social
Atom has two levels: a close basic level of attachments and a very
active, alive level of new, exciting people who she has made some at
least casual contact with. Helen seems to have much of her life in
clear perspective; but the area of sex - a word she studiously
avoided - is unsettling to her at present. No one fills a position of
lover, sexual intimate, or even a source of casual sex. But she has
done much anticipating how she will relate to a person who she is
sexually attracted to. Her hesitancy with men who she might have
previously been drawn to is an indication that she is unresolved over
her sexual feelings now that she is a single woman. The Social Atom
does not reflect the apparent skill and ease with which Helen reaches
out to people and moves freely among people who she has selected to
associate with. Only men to whom she is attracted present her with
some relationship difficulty.
Figure 21 shows the author's understanding of Helen's present
functional support system. Five attachments appear to form Helen's
basic Social Atom. For her college is the source of identity in both
the Guidance/Assistance and Peer /Professional functions. Her mother,
Mother, provides both Guidance/Assistance and the function of Friend-
ship. Both S. W., her long-standing female attachment, and B. H., her
eleven-year long male attachment figure function primarily through
Friendship, but can change roles when Helen needs them to. T. H., her
son, is both very important and emotionally close to Helen. He almost
serves as a substitute for Intimacy.
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Case Study of Joan
Biographical information
.
Present age: 25 years old.
Marital history: married three years, six months.
Age married: 21 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: five months divorced.
Children of marriage: one three-year-old son living with Joan.
Present major activity: full-time secretary, doing mostly typing.
Parent's length of marriage: 30 years.
Marital history of parents: divorced; both remarried to new partners.
Perception of parent’s marriage: "It was a good marriage until my
teens; then it went down hill."
Siblings: one brother, one sister; both presently married, never
divorced
.
Significant bereavements as a child: "None, except that my parents
took me to three different
psychiatrists when I was 11."
Social Atom model (Figure 22). S. M. ^ is for Joan a very impact-
ful person whose own problems are now becoming an unwanted burden.
S. M.l has Peer/Professional, Nurture/Responsibility and Friendship
functions. A step-father shown as "Step-dad," who is a two year long
attachment is a source of Guidance/Assistance, especially on family
budget and management problems. Joan's brother, shown as "Brother" in
her Social Atom, has become more active and involved with her since her
divorce. Therefore, she shows him as a new relationship since her
divorce. His role is in Friendship, Nurture/Responsibility and
Intimacy. "He is in Intimacy because I have no one else, but that is
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not what I want from him.” Of all her associations, Joan says her Mom,
"Mom,” and D. G.
,
her son, are the most important. Mom is a source of
Guidance/Assistance; D. G. functions in Nurture/Responsibility. J. T.
and C. V., who are both in Nurture/Responsibility and Friendship, are
two former sorority sisters whose former role before Joan married was
that of close emotional support and caring. She said that she is again
looking to them for some of the old support. The sorority, ss, has
been a source of a lot of help through the friends she made while
living in the house; it is listed in Guidance/Assistance. The divorce/
separated seminar, ds, has been a major source of help and information,
according to Joan; she has it located in Guidance/Assistance. Joan
made no comment about the remaining people in her Social Atom.
Most of all, Joan said, she wanted to move her brother out of
Friendship and Intimacy to where "he belongs” as just a part of the
family; for in fact, she said, "I have no intimacy." And S. M. ^ also
"should be at least moved further away, perhaps to being just a good
source of support for my job." P. T. is a person Joan would least like
to lose contact with; but she lives far away now. She is also divorced
and has been a lot of help, according to Joan. "As I look around, I am
a sounding board for other girls in the office; I like to be helpful
and useful to others. I'm not satisfied, though, with who I have
around me; not completely satisfied with my friendships. My friend-
ships are all screwed up. I can't even remember who some of these
initials in the Social Atom stand for." She expressed a desire to be
free of her old ties and so hopes to move to a new job and new town
soon. Of her own development which she talked much about, Joan said,
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"I'm going through a big ego trip. I’m just eager to hear something
good about myself - and I am getting so much good feedback that I don't
know how to handle it. This is the first time I have felt good about
myself - EVER. I never got over my parent's taking me to three
psychiatrists." In looking over her Social Atom, Joan commented that
it was amazing to her how much she must have meant to her sorority
sisters. She concluded that, "I'm important to just three people,
however: Mom, S. M. 1 and my son, D. G. Just about all the others are
new or like new to me."
Interview .
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce
.
-I've been a lot happier. It is like a huge weight has been lifted
off me.
-Now my friends are giving me lots of good feedback. I used to
think so little of myself.
-I have been surprised and pleased at the support I get from my
mother and step-dad.
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-Even before we got our divorce, I was working it through. Now I
have to make decisions I never had to make before. "And I can
do it! I can make them and I stick to them."
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-"I used to be so wishy-washy."
3.
What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-The divorced seminar has brought me out so I have had to get
sitters. The only place I could turn to was my old sorority girl
friends. When they found I was getting out, they started to
invite me out more, too - but only girls, no men. For a while
before the seminars I guess I was making a hermit of myself."
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-One friend, P.
troubles I was
doing.
T., has been a special help. We talked about thehaving while married and since about what I was
I avoid going out with nice looking guys - I made that mistakebefore; so now I want more than looks.
-Beyond my little boy, I have no special person or activity right
now. &
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-I’m much more positive about myself and the things I'm doing.
I like being with people now; I avoided them while I was married.
“"I used to be gentle, giving before I married; then when I
married, I was take, take, take. Now I am leveling off. All the
years I was married, I felt like a big robot, a big blah."
-Now I am providing for my son better than I ever did.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-I had been trying to get a divorce for a year, then when he agreed,
he decided to get it himself and filed.
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-"It is the most wonderful thing I ever did."
-He filed because his pride was involved - it had to be his
decision. "He reminds me that in the eyes of the law, he is
right."
-Also, he did not believe if he waited for me I would actually
follow through, and he may be right.
Observations and summary . When asked what was the most signifi-
cant thing since the divorce, Joan talked about her discovery of
happiness and her ability to take care of herself and her son. She had
gone from a close identity with her parents to the same type of rela-
tionship with her husband. It would appear that the divorce experience
has been a cause for self-exploration and discovery. Most of her focus
has been coming to terms with her own self-image, and confidence. 1 he
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process for Joan was first trying to be a hermit and then asking
herself, "where are my friends." She then sought out former, pre-
marriage associations, particularly among her sorority friends.
Complicating her ability to cope with the divorce, however, seems to be
the lingering influence of her parents; just how powerful they are
still is not clear. Joan perceives herself as a very able, helping
person: she has included a number of people in the function of
Nurture/Responsibility who tend to be dependent on her, perhaps too
dependent. Thus she seems to be working to find attachments who will
afford a balanced relationship of both giving and taking. Before her
marriage Joan tended to be a very giving person, she said. But in her
marriage she characterized herself as a taking person. A recurring
theme for Joan seems to be establishing some kind of balance in her
relationships and her life style. The initial usefulness of her
sorority sisters may have concluded. Now Joan is looking forward to
the new possibilities of a new job and locale. This is a reflection of
another theme, self-responsibility and an ability to make and follow
through with decisions.
From her perspective Joan is doing well in selecting directions to
move with her life. The development of a support system to aid her in
her self-development is lagging, however. Figure 23 contains the
author's understanding of Joan's present support system. It seems that
the divorced/separated seminar, d. s., was a major factor moving Joan
to get involved with people and to be more ?lf-expressive. Thus the
seminar at present is a major source of Gu. e/Assistance (even
though the seminar is about to terminate for oan) . Her mom and
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step-dad have provided her with some useful support through their role
in Guidance/Assistance. Finding them helpful and supportive was a
surprise, according to Joan. What role her brother ought to play is
unclear to Joan; he has been a substitute for Intimacy and Friendship,
but she expressed a strong desire for him to "just be family." The
author has placed him in the Other category. D. G., her son, is both a
source of pride and a symbol of her ability as a mother for Joan. At
present he is her only close emotional attachment. It is unclear what
the significance is for S. M. 1 and P. T. Their functions may be in the
process of change, perhaps suggesting that they may even be leaving her
support system. Her frequent mention of them, however, suggests that
they are still on the outer edge of her Social Atom.
Case Study of Laura
Biographical information .
Present age: 27 years old.
Marital history: married for four and a half years.
Age married: 22 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: four months.
Children of marriage: two, one boy aged two, and one girl aged four.
Present major activity: full-time secretary in a job held since before
marriage.
Parent's length of marriage: 15 years until father died.
Marital history of parents: after father's death, mother remarried,
then divorced. Mother now married again.
Perception of parent's marriage: it was a bad marriage; "my father was
an alcoholic and he and my mother
fought all the time."
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Siblings: two sisters, both married, one now divorced.
Significant bereavements as a child: ’’wanted my folks to care about
each other; but they didn't, so
I played them both."
Social Atom model (Figure 24) . In describing her Social Atom
Laura began with Guidance/Assistance and Peer/Professional functions.
M. S. is Laura's boss who is always available for personal and profes-
sional support; therefore, she is located in both functions. C. K. and
M. G. are located in Guidance/Assistance. C. K. is a close friend with
whom Laura grew up. She is, therefore, also located in Friendship:
She gives advice freely and is a good friend." M. G. is a woman with
whom Laura works; at present she is one of her most significant
involvements. "We talk about our troubles with men; she is separated
and having an affair with a guy, too. M. G. is also located in
Friendship. d. s. stands for the separated/divorced seminars: "It has
given me a sense of security and perspective on myself. It has helped
me face myself more honestly." It is the only organized group that
Laura is associated with. In Peer/Professional is J. B., Laura's
mother and M. W., her aunt. Both women work full-time at jobs similar
to Laura's. They function as models of how to be a professional woman.
J. B. is also in Nurture/Responsibility. J. T. is both sister and good
friend: "We have always been very close; she is also divorced." Laura
has placed her in Friendship. The following four men are listed in
Intimacy. "G. M. is the guy I'm going with now, but he is married."
He is listed as one of Laura's most significant associations. D. K. is
another man who Laura is attached to; he wants to marry her, she says.
The intensity of his attachment to her makes her apprehensive. G. A.,
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the only single man with whom Laura has a relationship may be losing
significance for her: "He is afraid of my kids; I see him moving away."
K. P. is a man who was close to Laura as she resolved to get a divorce:
He is the reason I asked for my divorce. I was so hung-up on him. We
had no sex, and now I think he will move out of my life."
Laura s initial reactions to her Social Atom were about men and
sex. I would like to zap all but the single people in Intimacy. I am
surprised as I look at this that all my Intimacy is filled with men
only - wonder what that means? It really bugs me that so much of my
is sexually oriented. It is so great, but I'm going against what
I was taught. Next to my children sex is the most important thing."
Laura's relationship with her mother was another matter that she was
troubled about. "She depends on me so much and I feel guilty taking
care of her. She lives her life through me." Laura went on to say
that "Future" as she listed it in Intimacy stands for a future free of
dependency on her children: "I want a life different from my mother's;
I don't want to live through other people." About her sister, Laura
expressed surprise that they both depend so much on each other. In
reviewing her Social Atom one final time Laura said that it made her
feel fairly secure. The people "are okay for me, except the married
men - that will have to change." Again she reflected on the exclusive
position of men in her life being only in Intimacy and being primarily
sexual attachments: "I grew up in a female environment - never had
much of a father. I don't know that much about boys and men; it
worries me a little about my son ..." She did not mention why
"security" is in Other.
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Interview
.
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
-I discovered myself as a woman. My former husband and I were
sexually incompatible. Now that I am divorced, I miss sex when Idon’t have it.
-Most of my sexual relationships are with married men. "I think it
is safer; I try to keep things on a more casual level." An affair
is a good way to get to know somebody without getting too involved.
-One person who I have known at work for five years is involved
with me; it is getting to be more than an affair: "I don’t know
if I can handle it - or if he can either."
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-I just live from day to day.
-Working makes the divorce easier; it is like before I divorced, I
still go to the office. The office is a real help.
-Taking care of my two children is important. "I wouldn’t give my
kids up for anything in the world. I live my life over through
my children in a way. I give my children the things I never had.
Any man I would live with will have to love my children more than
me. They make my life worth living."
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-"Really, there is not much change. Even home has not changed
since we never did see my ’ex’ very much."
-My children are used to having sitters while I work, so that’s no
change, even though K. R. has moved out.
3. What or who roost engages your interest and time right, now?
-I like to go out dancing and partying a lot.
-”I think it is the social things that are most important."
-G. M. has become important to me right now; more so than I had
planned since he is married.
-C. K. is a woman who I grew up with and who I admire. She is
always there for me, always.
-M. G.
,
a girl. T work with, is someone who shares much with me.
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3a. How does this compare to when married?
-There is little change in the people I have as friends.
-I have real security in having so many people I can rely on.
-Only a couple of men are new since I divorced; but they are iust
passing through.
-Nothing has changed since K. R. left; he still has nothing to do
with the children. He says it does not feel like his family, "and
I guess it never was because I took over the children. I kept
them from him. Besides, he never had time for them - and still
doesn’t .
"
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-I don t worry all the time and I am not depressed.
“"I have never been lonely since I divorced. I was more lonely
while married. Then there was nothing to do, so I drank a lot.
Now I am doing things I could never do while married: like going
out and partying and meeting new men."
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-It was my decision to leave. "I had no feelings for him, so I
asked to separate. I did not want a divorce. He insisted on a
divorce: ’all or nothing,’ he said."
-When he got nasty, it made the divorce easy.
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-"I love the man; but I did the right thing. We could never make
it sexually."
-I am sorry about what he is doing now, going out with tramps arid
blaming me and ignoring the kids.
-"He needs the love he never had as a kid; but I could not raise
three children."
Observations and summary . All the men in Laura’s Social Atom are
in Intimacy. All her other contacts are with women who have been long-
term associations. Men may be an object for her sexual exploration and
search for how to relate to male attachment figures, but they are
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threats to her relationship with her children. Also it is only men who
are new additions to Laura’s support system since her separation. And
it is men and how to be a woman in relationship to them that gives her
the most concern now. Laura's system seems to be very stable, outside
of the Intimacy function. Male relations and sex and how to be a
sexual person make that stability not as supportive as it might other-
wise be. Another disquieting aspect of her relationships is her
concern to not be like her mother and live through her children; yet,
she did express her desire to live through her children. Laura is
caught between establishing meaningful attachments with men and between
substituting her children for such an attachment. Professional associ-
ations through her role as secretary and as mother dominate Laura’s
focus of well-being: it appears that her identity at present is
centered in these two roles. That her mother tends to depend so much
on her and even lives her life through Laura is a cause of some distur-
bance in Laura’s life right now. She vowed not to do what her mother
is doing, yet as mentioned, she tends to follow her mother’s pattern.
Presently living in her hometown, and having lived there all her life
is a major contributor to the stability and longevity of the majority
of Laura's attachments. This fact, plus the loneliness during her
marriage, tend to make the divorcing experience more of a return to
normalcy, than it might otherwise have been. The marriage rather than
the divorce was disruptive to Laura’s life style and her associations.
Laura's Social Atom is relatively unchanged from the one she
presented for herself. The most binding, powerful attachments she has
are to her two children, B. R. and R. R. Her sister, J. T offers both
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family identity and a mutuality over their similar losses: she
functions through Friendship. J. B., Laura’s mother, is placed in
Nurture/Responsibility, even though this is seen by Laura as a somewhat
negative function because of her mother's heavy dependency; but her
mother provides a model of how to be a mother, a model that Laura tends
to follow. Her mother is also a model or source of comparison and
support for being a professional person at the same time as being a
parent. f. s. represents the place where Laura works. It is one
aspect of the identity she has in the role of a professional working
woman. Out of the context of the f. s. has come two significant
involvements, M. S. and M. G., one a woman who is a source of feedback
about how well Laura is doing her job and the other a woman who shares
Laura's problems about how to relate to men. M. W., Laura's aunt,
serves as another model of being a professional person. C. K.
,
as a
long-standing age mate and confidant, is a link to Laura's sense of
being firmly rooted in a supportive community. Since G. M. is married,
and Laura wants to terminate relations with married men, it is likely
that his role in Intimacy is quite temporary and already not as close
as Laura indicated on her Social Atom model. Self-growth and insight
has been triggered by the separated/divorced seminar, d. s.; the group
still plays that role for her and so is located in Guidance/Assistance.
Figure 25 presents the author's perceptions of Laura's support system.
Case Study of Mary
Biographi cal information ,
Present age: 28 years old.
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Marital history: married for eight years.
Age married: 20 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: three months separated.
Children of marriage: three children, now living with Mary, ages four,
three and two.
Present major activity: full-time substitute high school teacher and
full-time district manager for jewelry firm.
Parent’s length of marriage: 33 years until father died.
Marital history of parents: never divorced or separated; mother not
remarried after husband’s death.
Perception of parent’s marriage: It was a good marriage.
Siblings: one sister presently married, never divorced.
Significant bereavements as a child: none, other than loss of a pet.
Social Atom model (Figure 26) . Five attachments are listed by
Mary as most significant to her. Her three children, J., R., and J.
are listed in Nurture/Responsibility. G. M. is a man Mary is very
attached to; he functions through Friendship, which is the most impor-
tant of his functions, Guidance/Assistance, Intimacy and Nurture/
Responsibility. He is her husband's brother in-law. The company for
whom Mary is district manager is s. c. It is a source of Nurture/
Responsibility, Friendship and Peer/Professional functions. Mother is
listed in Other and Guidance/Assistance, but her purpose in these roles
is unclear to Mary. "She is in Other because she is my mother and
should be somewhere. I don't know why she is in Guidance/Assistance, I
can't talk to her. But she is so important to me." L. K. and S. A.,
located in Guidance/Assistance, Intimacy and Friendship, are close
associations who Mary has known for a number of years; they now live
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2,000 miles away, but she pointed out that they can be quickly called.
T. S. is also 2,000 miles away; he functions in Intimacy and Friend-
ship. C. B., a woman in a near-by town, is, "as close as the
telephone. I call her for guidance; as a friend she is not as close."
She is located in Intimacy, Friendship and Guidance/Assistance. Mary's
mother-in-law, A. J v is listed on the outer edge of Guidance/Assis-
tance: "I feel two-faced with her since I use her as a sitter, but am
leaving her son. ' J. is Mary’s husband, listed in Nurture/Responsi-
bility. So, too, is t which stands for Mary's present teaching
position. D, P. in Guidance/Assistance is the interviewer who has dene
some personal counseling with Mary prior to her separation. The
remaining attachments listed in Friendship and Peer/Professional are
many relatives and others who I am starting to get to know; nothing
special about them."
Mary reviewed her Social Atom and had a number of reactions. "I
have a deep sense of responsibility for my kids. I enjoy them, but I
also get tired of them.” Mary then said that most important to her
right now is G. M. : "He is very important - sexually, emotionally,
socially. I know he needs me." Of her work as a district manager,
Mary said, "If I had to give it up it would be a major loss in my life.
It is one of the best things that has ever happened to me." Only a few
changes seemed necessary to Mary so that her support system would be
just the way she would like it. For one, she said she would like her
contacts who live far away to be closer and so more available to
fulfill the roles they play for her. Removal of J. from her system is
something she hopes for, but does not believe possible: I m going to
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always feel a responsibility for him. It is like I have taken him as a
kid and brought him all this way." With his removal, Mary believes she
can get on with her new life. In conclusion she said, "I have a lot
more people who are about to come into my life. And I guess I will be
losing many I have now.”
Interview.
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
- I don t know if I want to say. Yeah, okay. I went out of town
over the weekend with G. M. and J. [husband] confronted me with
his suspicions. I denied it and made him feel like an ass. Now
I feel bad - but we got out of it."
-I'm afraid that anytime J. catches me doing something with G. M.
he will try to get the kids. "The kids are very important to me."
-The best thing for me is to get a divorce, but I feel responsible
for J.; "I don't want to hurt him or the kids."
-My lawyer does not think I have grounds for a divorce; and he may
be right. But I want to talk to at least a couple of more
lawyers
.
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-I have a strong desire to get my new life started. It's come to
the point where G. M. and I are ready to get married - after he
gets his divorce.
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-Nothing is really new. G. M. and I have been planning this for a
long time; it's just that now we are ready to act.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-Besides G. M. and the kids, I have a friend out of town: "I can
call her once in a while. She has been very important and helps
me feel not alone."
-I have some other people who give me some support.
-I teach full-time and am full-time district manager for a jewelry
company.
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3a. How does this compare to when married?
-Only the teaching is really new; I just started it.
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
- I feel like I am more crabby, not as happy and carefree. I’m
tired most of the time."
-I feel the weight of the responsibilities of caring for and
supporting the kids and making the decisions necessary to leave.
J. used to do the housework; now I have to do that, too.
-I no longer have time for my kids.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
—It was my decision to leave J.; he doesn’t like it at all.
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-It is right for me. He wants to give it another try, but my mind
is made up.
-"I know where I am going; I don’t feel uncomfortable at all. But
I do feel sorry for J. He is so immature, like a lost puppy dog.
And that is what I don’t like about him."
-"I feel most of the separation is his fault. He is not the person
I want to live with. I wish he would get away from me."
Observa tions and summary . Ambivalence and resentment combined
with determination to leave her husband, mark Mary's behavior and
feelings about getting divorced. Overriding all her actions is a
strong dislike for her husband, but this is tempered by a sense of
guilt and responsibility for him. Most of Mary’s associations are
long-standing involvements, lasting three or more years, she said. So
she has entered separation with a large number of attachments. Her
reference to many relatives and friends who she is starting to get to
know, plus her expectation that she will have a lot more people who are
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about to come into her life, suggests that Mary tends to populate her
life with a wide variety of people, but has few very close attachments
aside from G. M. At present these close attachments also include her
three children. It is quite likely that Mary's Social Atom may not yet
reflect the disruption of the separation and changed interpersonal
needs. At present it is a steadying influence in the life change Mary
is seeking, a link with security and identity. Her association
patterns are part of the transition process Mary has selected. All of
Mary's significant attachments function for her in Nurture/Responsi-
bility> so, too, does J., her husband. She talked about J. as a person
who she brought up from childhood to adulthood and should now be ready
to stand on his own. She also referred to G. M.
,
the man she feels
sexually, emotionally and socially closest to, as someone who she knows
needs her. She also places her two jobs in Nurture/Responsibility. It
is quite possible that much of Mary's identity comes from being needed.
Mary's apparent excessive involvement with two full-time jobs and her
attachment to G. M. is exhausting her. They are also effective
barriers to having to relate much with her husband. It is not clear
how much his replacement in her life has been accomplished by these
involvements, hut likely to a great degree. The possibility seems
quite strong that G. M. and teaching may become less important once the
break with her husband has been finalized.
Mary's present attachments, shown in Figure 27, appear to be much
more limited than she perceives them. G. M. is central to most of the
functions in her Social Atom, while her job as a district manager is
crucial for her identity as a competent, independent person. Ihe three
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children, though a drain, are also very close to her, so much so that
she fears J. might find cause to take them from her. In a negative
role located in Other are both Mother and J. They are both burdens and
reminders of the guilt Mary works hard to deny. In these roles they
exert a lot of pressure, contributing to the exhaustion Mary so
strongly expressed.
Case Study of Nancy
Biographical information
.
Present age: 26 years old.
Marital history: married eight years, now divorced.
Age married: 17 years old.
Length of separation/divorce : 13 months.
Children of marriage: two children, aged nine and three, living with
Nancy
.
Present major activity: full-time administrative secretary.
Parent's length of marriage: married 20 years before being divorced.
Marital history of parents: father presently remarried. Mother
remarried, divorced a second time, now
remarried
.
Perception of parent's marriage: first marriage to each other not very
good; mother's second marriage was
much worse. Eoth now in good
marriages
.
Siblings: one brother married, divorced, remarried and now separated.
Significant bereavements as a child: "I never felt loved. I was
always given material things in
place of emotional love. My
father showed me more love than
my mother did."
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Social Atom model. (Figure 28). The function of Intimacy in
Nancy's Social Atom has in it three men. "J. K. is a man from out of
town I have been seeing a great deal of, but we just broke off. I know
when it is all over and done he will still be a friend." He is also in
Guidance/Assistance, Friendship and Other, "just because I know if I
need anything he will be there." D. J. is the married roan Nancy knew
when she decided to leave her husband. V. V. is "the guy I just
recently had come into my life. He is not too close, but still quite
important. Her mother, S. K., is in both Guidance/Assistance and
Friendship: "She is my best friend right now. She is realistic and
gives me good advice." Board Meeting, b. m.
,
is a group of people who
get together to drink and talk after work on Friday afternoons: "We
really share." It is a source of Guidance/Assistance and Friendship.
The separated/divorced seminar, s. d. s., in both Guidance/Assistance
and Other, has helped Nancy to deal with being in a group: "I learned
to express myself and to meet other people and that I am not as weird
as I thought." For Peer/Professional Nancy has a group of people she
associates with through her job, voc. ed. S. R. is a woman who used to
work for her and C. C. was their boss. Both are real supportive and
are also in Friendship. J. Z. is Nancy's present boss; he is very
demanding, "which I like because I like the challenge." J. B. and V.
K. are two co-workers who she feels respect for and who respect her for
her work. In Friendship, in addition to those already mentioned, are a
number of people who Nancy has contact with through work and the Board
Meeting. She said, "There are only four people who need me, really
need me. These are my two children, B. F. and B. F., A. P. my father
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and R. P. my brother. My father is an alcoholic and has been for about
nine years. He depends a lot on me. I even take care of him when he
needs help. My brother also looks to me because he always needs
money.
"
For changes in her Social Atom, Nancy thought she did not need
any. "I am absolutely positive that Intimacy and Nurture/Responsibil-
ity are just the way it is. And I am fairly certain about the others."
She then suggested that J. K. should no longer be in Intimacy since
they had ended their intimate relationship. The importance of the job
Nancy has with the university, voc. ed., was revealed when she said,
"I came back to work at the university because I was not just another
fish in the ocean; people knew who I was." She then returned to talk
about Intimacy. "I feel Intimacy has a lack: I’m not as close as I
would like to be with someone. And I would like someone else to need
me, someone besides my family and children. And V. V. ... I don't
know either, if I can handle the problems he has since he is in the
process of getting a second divorce."
Intervi ew.
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce.
-Getting involved with D. J., a married man, just after my divorce
and then being dropped by him. The feelings of rejection were
terrible: depression, discomfort and the loss of security all hit
me hard. "I like me, but I wonder why others don't?"
-I have had to make decisions on my own and have done it.
-Recently I have met a new guy. This time I'm being very cautious;
I don't want to be rejected again.
-Basically I like to be around people.
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2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
""I .have had off’s and on’s." Right now it is breaking off with
this guy; I’ve been too dependent on him.
-The thought of being divorced for another two or three years
really bothers me.
-I'm split between being alone at home with my kids and looking at
T. V. or being where the action is. "I love to dance - I used to
dream about being a dancer."
-Work is very important to me. Except for a year ago, I have
worked for the university since I was 18 years old.
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-It is not much different.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-My kids. And I'm going to get some counseling for myself.
-My mother does, too. She is fantastic. I have learned that she
is not emotional; she shows her feelings by doing things and
giving things. I didn’t understand that as a child. "We can talk
about anything, just anything now."
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-I’m much more open: I say what I think now.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-It was my decision. I was getting involved with a guy and my
ex-husband with a girl. That was it. My husband wanted me to
break off with the guy and try again to make our marriage work.
-"I think I got divorced for the wrong reasons. I think I still
should have gotten divorced at the same time, but for the reason
that I could not be me and he could not be himself: it was really
a bad arrangement."
-I have waivered, but it always comes back that I did the right
thing.
Observat ions and summary . Nancy expressed concern over having an
attachment in Intimacy with someone who would both need her and be
intimate with her; so, although she expressed satisfaction with her
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Social Atom, it would appear that she is still looking for a replace-
ment for the loss of husband and the recent loss of a lover. Those
losses and the limited roles of friends and associates is highlighted
by Nancy’s desire for counseling and for a way to fill lonely weekends.
In spite of Nancy's contacts revolving almost exclusively around family
and work, and the expressed feelings of satisfaction from these rela-
tionships, it seems that she is not entirely pleased with her support
system - which may be another way that the lack of a significant person
in Intimacy is reflected. She said that the whole system "feels"
"limited" as she was leaving the interview. For the most part, Nancy's
Social Atom reflects relative consistency from her marriage down to the
present, with less than half of her associations being new since her
divorce. Her special concerns about support, security and someone who
will need her, all go together to suggest that Nancy still lacks a
clear picture of herself; that she lacks a clear perception of her
identity. She gets much from her job and the people who relate to her
primarily through the job, but the lack of feeling cherished, special,
belonging are signs of needing significant attachment figures beyond
her work.
The author's understanding of Nancy's Social Atom is shown in
Figure 29. Nancy's associations revolve around two contexts, work and
family. Her children, B. F. and B. F., and her father, A. P., depend
on her and she likes being needed; they are located in Nurture/
Responsibility. Her mother, S. K., is her closest friend and a major
source of advice and guidance; she is therefore located in Friendship
and Guidance/Assistance. Work associations, represented by voc. ed. ,
212
FIGURE 29
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF NANCY
213
are also Important and fairly stable; work is located in Peer/Profes-
sional. Having the job seems more important than the individual
personal involvements that come from it. V. V., the man with whom
Nancy is beginning to associate, represents both a potential for
closeness and also some unwanted burdens. Thus he functions more in
Friendship than in Intimacy at present. The losses of three very sig—
nificant male attachments have yet to be fully resolved and so Intimacy
is still empty, waiting for Nancy to risk becoming close with another
person with whom she might become intimate.
Case Study of Penney
Biographical information .
Present age: 28 years old.
Marital history: married for seven years.
Age married: 20 years old.
Length of separation/divorce: 18 months.
Children of marriage: three children, aged six, four and two; all
living with Penney.
Present major activity: full-time special education teacher.
Parent's length of marriage: ten years.
Marital history of parents: father deserted in 1956; mother has never
remarried.
Perception of parent's marriage: T.t was a poor marriage. My father
was a very angry person and con-
sidered the family a hindrance."
Siblings: two brothers, one of whom is in his first marriage; the
other one has never been married.
Significant bereavements as a child: desertion of my father twice, the
last time for good.
214
Social Atom model (Figure 30). In Penney's Social Atom the
Guidance/Assistance function has two attachments, P., a woman who at
first was a threat and who now is trusted, according to Penny, and d.
s., the separated/divorced seminar that "has been a good source of
support. However, neither P. or d. s. are essential to me." For Peer/
Professional there is B. who is an older man, very accepting of her,
Penney said, and someone who she can joke and horse around with. "Then
there is S. who is my boss. He is very concerned and also accepting of
me. I like to shock him sometimes ... Both men give me good
feedback. s. e. stands for work: "It is pretty important, a vehicle
for proving and testing my good feelings, my successful feelings." In
Friendship, Penney has M. D. pretty close to her self. She said that
she helped her with the decision to divorce: "But she is closer to me
now because we have similar professional interests and I have been more
honest and yet she still accepts me." J^~ is further away: it is a
matter of different life-styles, according to Penney. "She will do
anything for me and I for her. She is my neighbor and that is the only
2place in which we see each other." J is in Friendship and Nurture/
Responsibility: "I really puzzled where to put him. He wants intimacy,
but I prefer that he be just a friend right now. I really care about
him, but don’t want him too close." M.
,
E. and H. are Penney's three
children: "I don't have them too close. If they were closer I would
feel bound by them and I don't want that." Mother, M. , is in Other
because, "I don't know what to do with her. I feel she is dependent,
but I don't want that." Bar-hopping, b. h. , is a chance to test
boundaries, according to Penney. "It is phony, but I go and just
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watch. " J. and D. are two people in Intimacy who are very similar
for Penney. "If something really came up, it is these two people who
I would turn to. They give me different perspectives on myself - in a
way they both have qualities similar to my own." D. is a man, J 3 a
woman Penney teaches with.
Looking at her Social Atom model, Penney commented, "I am pretty
satisfied. Some associations should, could, be closer, but they are
where I want them: it is right." Penney also commented on the
existence of a large number of people who she frequently associates
with, but who have very little effect on her life.
Interview
.
1. Most significant, impactful events, people since separation/
divorce
.
-At last knowing more precisely who I am.
2. Who or what gives you focus, meaning right now?
-Just a growing satisfaction with myself. "I feel somewhere
between continuity and being unsettled."
2a. How does this compare to when married?
-My identity came from my husband. I took a very traditional role,
being second to the man. "I just assumed this was the way to be."
-I began to feel bad about myself in the marriage, thinking some-
thing was wrong with me. Then I decided it was him, too.
3. What or who most engages your interest and time right now?
-I have quite a few people, but none stand out as very important
right now.
-I like people who are sure of themselves and know where they are
going and yet open to change.
-I especially like people who are in psychology or affective-type
things or who use affective tools in education.
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-I have three categories of relationships for myself: non-sexual
symbiotic; sporadic, caring, but no on-going purpose; and deep,intimate, on-going relationships. In the last category I have no
one and I am looking to have someone in this space.
-My social activities are sporadic, "I feel pretty scattered;
nothing really is outstanding."
-I am very busy with work and I like that.
-Also I am involved in a lot of different things that are short-
term, like a personal growth group and the divorce seminar.
3a. How does this compare to when married?
-I deferred all my interests to my husband’s. I just assumed it
was what I should do.
- I guess now that I harbored a little resentment about giving up
things. I can't recall having any male or female friends of my
own when I was married; if we did anything it was as a couple."
4. How have you changed since separation/divorce?
-"I had lost confidence in myself while married. It became a real
self-fulfilling prophecy that I couldn't do anything right and I
didn't do anything right ... I was a perfect example of a shy
person.
"
-Now I have strength and feel I am really okay; it started when I.
got the strength to say no more of this suffering.
-"It is really important that I can call a man and say that I'm
lonely, 'come on over. 1 I have gotten more self-confident doing
that."
-I feel clearer and more intelligent. And I am getting feedback
that supports this change.
-Feedback has been important in my getting stronger.
5. Whose decision to separate/divorce?
-"It was my decision."
5a. How do you feel now about that decision?
-"I feel really good, the strongest thing I have ever done in my
life."
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-I could not have done it alone. My friend, M. D., gave me a lotof support in making the decision.
-It was a very rational move, not done out of anger. And I am more
certain now that the decision was right.
Observations and summary. Penney’ s comment about two levels of
associations, one close and very impactful, the other a group available
on her initiative, but having very little effect on her life, is a sign
of strength and stability in her support system. Her system sounds
more set than transitional. A major theme for Penney is self-awareness
and self-confidence. Most of her listed involvements are important
because of their feedback and support in her self-knowledge quest.
Penney presented a very rationalized system for categorizing people in
her life support system, the gist of which is that she has been very
intentional about her associations, seeking out specific types of
people to fulfill specific functions for her. This is reflected in
that of all the people in her support system, only one plays more than
one role and for that person it is because of some uncertainty about
where he should be placed in the Social Atom model. This intention-
ality may be a major factor in the stability that Penney's Social Atom
appears to have. It also contributes quite likely to all but two of
her non-family involvements being additions since her separation.
Penney’s perception of her Social Atom and the author’s under-
3
standing, shown in Figure 31, are very close. At the present, J and
D. appear to be the closest and most impactful attachments, but they
are included in Friendship, not Intimacy, because Penney said she had
no deep, intimate, on-going relationships. M. D. appears to be both an
important source of Guidance/Assistance and Friendship; she is the
219
FIGURE 31
OBSERVED SOCIAL ATOM MODEL OF PENNEY
220
person who aided Penney in making the decision to separate. J . 2 is
*ost clearly in the Friendship role, but that involvement is apparently
tluid, with him wanting more intimacy and Penney wishing to keep the
relationship less involved at present. J . 1 seems like a solid Friend-
ship involvement as long as she and Penney are neighbors. Her work,
s. e., provides a source of reassurance about having professional skill
and talent. Closely associated with work are B. and S. who primarily
convey the feedback about professional competency. M.
,
E.
,
and H.,
Penney's children, are in relationship to her just as she perceived
them. Most significant is Penney' s personal growth concern. That
appears to be a major focus of her energy at present.
Impact of Case Studies
Pain, hope, confusion, loneliness and clarity of purpose have been
revealed and shared in the fifteen case studies: they are each indi-
vidual stories of people going through the transition of being formerly
married. Much of this transition is marked by an assessment of how one
feels about self; a confirmation of what various personal and social
attachments mean; and an exploration for potential new involvements and
significant people. Most useful in describing the transition has been
the Social Atom model. It has not only allowed for an observation of a
given individual's pattern of involvements, it has offered to that
individual an opportunity to see clearly with whom he or she is
attached, what social involvements are most meaningful and to be
clearly aware of where gaps exist in the support system. The model
offers to both the observer and the individual a means to see themes,
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commonalities and differences in the way a person establishes and
maintains a support system following a separation/divorce.
In the following chapter the author will present his understanding
and assessment of the case studies and the relationship of support
systems to the experience of separation/divorce.
CHAPTER IV
ASSESSMENT AND COMPARISON OF THE SOCIAL ATOMS
Introduction
The purpose of this paper has been to describe the support systems
of fifteen formerly married people and to explore the functions served
by the various elements of a given individual's attachments. To
describe the support systems a Social Atom model was employed that
contained within it functions that are assumed to be common to the
support needs of most people. The respondents prepared a Self-
Perceived Social Atom model and the author constructed an Observed
Social Atom model, using a structured interview, a biographical infor-
mation sheet and discussion of the Self-Perceived model with the given
individual respondents.
In this chapter the data provided through the various procedures
employed with the respondents will be assessed by first considering the
value of using the Observed Social Atom model for such an assessment.
Following this, consideration will be given to five styles that are
evident from the data: Exclusive, Loner, Worker, Joiner and Searcher.
Finally, the focus of the respondents’ involvement patterns will be
considered. Four patterns will be discussed: Self, Transition,
Centered and Tie That Binds.
Value of Observed Social Atom Model
It was consistent in all fifteen cases that the Self-Perceived
Social Atom model differed, usually quite markedly, from the Observed
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model. This is a consequence of a number of factors, one being the
tendency of the respondents to place associations in each of the
sections of the model since the model "invited" being filled due to the
model containing labeled sections. Another factor also likely contrib-
uted to the difference in the two models: the respondents presented
associations from the immediate past, the present and those contacts
that were hoped to develop into some pattern of meaningful involvement
in the future. Because impact of a separation/divorce is likely to
make assessment of one’s associations rather difficult and painful, the
clarity of the respondents' perceptions may have been inhibited. This
lack of clarity, plus the void or emptiness characteristic of the
divorcing experience, may account for the respondents’ inclination to
carry past relationships into the present in an attempt to fill the
void and decrease the pain. The same process of projection so as to
feel better may have contributed to the creation of hoped for and
actively sought after contacts that appeared in the Social Atom but in
fact were yet to develop into here and now functional involvements. It
also appears that a sense of "I should have” a particular attachment
influenced some to include given people or groups in their model. The
Observed models were focused only on the present; they therefore tended
to be more sparsely populated and often reflected a lack of attachments
in particular functions. In short, the Self-Perceived models repre-
sented looking both backward, forward and at "now.” The Observed model
represented a look only at "now.” For clarity and consistency of per-
spective the Observed Social Atom models have been used for discussion
and comparison in this chapter.
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Styles of Involvement
The loss inherent in the separation/divorce experience has been
shown to trigger a crisis, and usually a series of crises, that is
marked by grief as a major component. It has also been shown that
grief is time limited, being perhaps six weeks in duration, but often
longer due to the series of crises that a separation/divorce can
include. But neither completion of the grieving process nor the
passage of enough time for the memories and feelings of loss to fade
ib sufficient for adjustment to a separation/divorce. Functionally
supportive relationships are the core factors in adjustment to a
marital loss. That is born out in the fifteen case studies presented
m Chapter III. The character and quality of an individual's support
system was not determined by the length of the separation nor neces-
sarily by the length of the marriage. No development from disrupted to
stable support system was evident in the case studies: time does not
seem to be a factor in the establishment of the support systems in the
sense that time heals, or that with the passage of time one is likely
to develop a useful or complete support system. The pattern of asso-
ciations is more likely typical of the individual's style of involve-
ment with people and activities. Those whose life-style, for example,
is to establish close, exclusive relationships with only one or two
people operate out of that style during their adjustment to being
separated/divorced and seek out a single close attachment. Five styles
were evident in the case studies: exclusive, loner, worker, joiner,
and searcher.
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^elusive. The exclusive style is characteristic of those who
seek only one or two close attachments to play all or at least a
majority of the roles in the support system (Intimacy, Guidance/Assis-
tance, Peer/Professional, Friendship, and Nurture/Responsibility).
Andrew, Florence and Mary exhibited this style. For each of these
people one person dominated the support system, playing roles in
three or mere of the support system functions.
Loner. The loner style, played by Bruce, Calvin, Elaine and Joan,
is characteristic of people who have no strong attachments, other than
the possibility that they may themselves play a nurturing role such as
for their children or being needed by others. Those with this style
are likely to have many of the support functions empty. What may more
often occur is that these people tend to be overly involved with self
through introspection and solitary activities.
Worker . The worker, the person whose primary involvement is with
a job or profession (from housewife to auto mechanic, for example) and
the people associated with the work, was typified by Oscar, Helen and
Nancy. These three people had other attachments, but their identity -
self-value, and well-being - appears to have been very closely tied to
their Peer/Prof essiona], associations.
Joiner . The joiner style is typical of people who have many
associations, with most of them clustering in the Friendship function,
are active in many social events and exhibit pleasure from being part
of a whirl of interactions, none of which have as much meaning alone as
they do because of their being integral to the cluster of friendships.
Kern and Laura were examples of this association style.
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Searcher. Last of the styles shown in the case studies is that of
searcher, the person in the process of looking for attachments, but not
having much success in establishing the attachments they are looking
for. Donald, Gloria and Penney appeared to be reaching out, searching,
but not satisfied with their existing support system. Based on the
interviews, it was not clear whether this is a persistent life-style
for these three cases or just characteristic of the transitional nature
of the separation/divorce process.
Just why people adopt one or another style is not clear from the
case studies: nature of parent’s marriage, bereavements as a child,
length of marriage, children with the former partner — none of these
dynamics seem to relate in any pattern to the style with which one
seeks to develop attachments.
Focus of Involvements
The composite value of a person’s support system is that it can be
a source of personal identity, an answer to the question, "who am I?"
This composite includes the five functional relationships of Intimacy,
Guidance/Assistance, Peer /Professional
,
Friendship and Nurture/Respon-
sibility plus the Self as a major and unique component of the system.
Self . Although the Social Atom model was designed primarily to
depict one’s pattern of associations, the unique value of the Self as
something more than the sum of associations seems apparent as a focus
of involvement. A dynamic relationship with self as well as other
attachments was evidenced by some of the respondents: Andrew, Donald,
Gloria, Joan and Penney. Had the paper's design focused more on
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involvement with self, perhaps more insight and understanding about the
meaning of identity as a function of self-attachment would have been
possible. But only speculation is feasible at the present. That
speculation does lead to an assumption that self-involvement, when
engaged in by a person who also has other attachment figures, l s an
integral component of the individual’s composite support system. Self-
exploration is one of the focuses of involvement characteristic of
people experiencing a separation/divorce, judging from the case studies,
and did seem to be of use in helping a person achieve a sense of well-
being.
Transition . A second focus that was illustrated by the fifteen
case studies was that the process of separation included transitional
attachment figures. These transitional involvements fell into one or
more of the five functions in the Social Atom model. What was common
to these transitional associations was that they were perceived as
temporary, attachments made while "passing through" the separation
experience. Donald indicated that he had and was seeking to make many
contacts so as to fill the emptiness left by the divorce. Elaine had
two associations, with parents and a friend, involvements that were
functional for the moment, but perceived as clearly temporary, designed
to fill the void created by her divorce. Joan sought out her former
friends from her college sorority to help bridge the gap of loneliness,
but this she saw as only temporary, associations made until she could
find new directions for her self, contacts that were to provide
security as a single person again. Mary had one strong attachment who
played a number of roles in her support system; but the attachment was
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observed to be a means of ending the marriage and a source of support
until new directions opened up for her. Transitional associations as
exhibited by these five case studies appear to be primarily attachments
made as a means of getting from one life state to another, and as a
support during a period of change, but not likely to play a role in a
person s more stable social environment.
Centered
. Centering was a third focus evident in the support
system involvement patterns of some of the respondents. This focus
refers to involvements that provide a person with a forward looking or
goal-oriented identity. Such a self—view seems to have two aspects,
one of moving, growing and changing through doing something useful and
focused and one of being secure or grounded in a given involvement or
set of involvements. To be thus grounded and secure and focused toward
a goal is a valuable aid in a positive self-view. For Andrew, Florence
and Mary their involvements with one person who functioned in three or
more of the support roles provided a focus and sense of security. Such
an exclusive involvement with one person is likely to make them quite
vulnerable to another loss experience, perhaps more painful than their
marital loss should their new attachment end, since as was shown by
Caplan (1972) a series of losses compounds the grief experience. One
source of focus for Helen, Laura, Mary, Nancy, Penney and Oscar came
from their work, their professional attachment. In Oscar's Social Atom
no involvement was as close or impactful as his work. Without his job,
Oscar would again be faced with a major loss experience; and as with
those who had a single attachment with one individual, it would be
likely that the impact of the loss of his work would be more impactful
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is
than his marital loss. Penney, too, had her work as among the most
significant of her involvements, though she also had other significant
attachments as well. Helen, Laura, Mary and Nancy did not have their
work as the most significant involvement, but all indicated that their
vocation was important to them: for Helen her vocation was college, a
new involvement following her divorce; for Laura, Mary and Nancy it
their professional role that they had been involved in before, during
and after their divorce. Why women, five out of the nine female
respondents, found focus in a profession instead of the men finding
such focus - only one of the six male respondents had such a focus -
not clear, but does suggest an avenue for future exploration. All five
women who had a job focus were involved with other attachments as well,
suggesting that they had a more balanced involvement pattern than the
person who might live only for the job or found his primary identity
in a profession. Children were part of the balanced attachment pattern
for Penney, Nancy, Mary, Laura and Helen. For each of these women,
children were close attachments in their Social Atom models.
In all cases the women respondents x^ith children had custody of
their children. The presence of their children seemed to be a very
beneficial component in the support system: children tended to provide
a reason for being, a focus. In addition to the five cases of women
who had both full-time employment and children that they found to be a
source of focus, Gloria and Joan found their involvement with their
children to be their most significant attachment. And, though not
their most significant attachment, Elaine and Florence bad a close,
meaningful association with their children as well. Thus all nine
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female respondents had involvement with their own children as an
important element in their support systems, an element that contributed
to an identity focus, a reason for being. Seven out of the nine women
respondents had motherhood balanced with other significant associations.
The implication of this pattern is that women who have more balanced
patterns of associations may be better able to cope with a single loss
from their support system since their identity is not limited to a
particular, singular role and involvement.
Tie that binds. Evident in the case studies was the pattern of
some respondents binding themselves to associations that functioned as
barriers to change and anchors to a static life pattern. This focus of
involvement could be called the "tie that binds." Such attachments
tended to provide a static identity image, an identity primarily asso-
ciated with the past. Bruce found his identity primarily through
believing he was i\eeded by his former partner. Calvin was closely
associated with his parents, primarily his father, even though both his
mother and father were geographically quite distant and not observed to
be functional at present. Kern was seeking to move away from his close
association with parents and hometown, yet he, in a sense, brought his
hometown attachments to college through the presence of a number of
high school contacts. He also listed his mother and father as his most
significant attachments. Gloria expressed her inability to end her
attachment to her former husband, even though she had been separated
from him for three years. His function was to bind her to the past,
and in that role was a functional part of Gloria’s Social Atom.
Laura's mother had continued to be a role model of what a woman,
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divorced and professionally employed, is like. New involvements that
might offer a reference for an altered identity and a change in life-
style tended to be limited and perhaps blocked by such binding ties as
Bruce, Calvin, Kern, Gloria and Laura had. In the case of Gloria and
Laura, their children provided a double bind; for on one side they
pulled their mothers toward a focus and goal of being identified as a
nurturing, caring person for them and on the other side were likely to
further support the ties of being bound by one more static involvement,
limiting and oriented toward a single identity reference: being a
mother.
These four focuses of involvement - with self, with transition,
with centering, with a tie that binds — could be seen as coping
patterns, ways in which people seek to deal with the separation/divorce
experience. It is evident that people often adopt more than one focus
in their involvement pattern, and likely that they change focus from
time to time. However, an individual over time is likely to hold to a
particular focus as a basic pattern and expression of identity. Change
in patterns, though not supported by the case studies which are static
in reference to time, is not likely to occur often. Yet exploration of
patterns not basic to one's identity is likely to be accelerated by a
separation/divorce. After a period of testing, changing and evaluating,
however, these patterns are likely to be reasserted and strengthened
for the individual. It can be assumed that these patterns were set and
typical for the individual prior to the separation/divorce, that they
may even have influenced the marital separation. These focuses are
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also likely to play a significant role in the adjustment to being a
formerly married person.
The descriptions of the support systems of the fifteen people who
served as respondents for this paper and the functions evident in the
descriptions indicate that there are two areas of particular importance.
One area is the style of being involved with the attachments that
comprise a support system. Five styles were evident in the case
studies: Exclusive, Loner, Worker, Joiner and Searcher. The second
area is the focus of the separated/divorced persons’ involvements.
Four types of focus were displayed by the respondents: Self, Tran-
sition, Centered and Tie That Binds. The final chapter will draw some
conclusions and implications about the meaning of marital loss and the
involvement styles and focuses that people adopt in adjusting to the
loss
.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Summary and Conclusions
To be separated/divorced is to be deselected, to no longer be
specxal to a mate with whom there had been an intimate relationship.
The experience of marital separation is disruptive to one’s support
system and consequently one is likely to be confused and uncertain
about how to adjust to the new life condition. The Social Atom model
utilized in this paper is a tool that has value in helping to sort out
the nature and meaning of the disruption caused by a separation/diovrce
It is a means to determine what attachments a separated/divorced person
has and what gaps exist in the support system. It also provides an
opportunity to consider what meaning existing attachments continue to
have
.
Loss of given attachments and consequently the function served by
those attachments results in some degree of loneliness and damage to
one’s identity and sense of well-being. This has been discussed by
Lopata (1969a), Weiss (1969), Holmes and Rahe (1967) and Glasser (1972)
Adjustment to a loss would seem to require replacement of associations
that would provide the missing functions in the support system.
To describe the support systems of formerly married people and to
explore the functions served by the system, fifteen case studies were
developed through the use of a biographical information sheet, a Self-
Perceived Social Atom model, a structured interview and preparation by
the author of an Observed Social Atom model. The resulting data
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suggested that adjustment to a marital separation was keyed to the
nature and meaning of the attachments that are maintained by a formerly
married person.
Style of involvement
. How one makes an adjustment and maintains
or develops new attachments appears to be strongly influenced by the
style of becoming involved that the separated/divorced person has
incorporated into his behavior. These styles are not likely the
product of the separation/divorce as much as the expression of a
pervasive life pattern. Following is an outline of the five styles of
involvement exhibited in the fifteen case studies.
1* Exclusive : maintains only one or two close attachments to play
all or a majority of the roles in the support system.
2. Loner: no strong attachments and the majority of support roles
are not filled by any attachment.
3. Worker: primary involvement is with and identity comes from the
job or profession and the people associated with the job or
work.
4. Joiner: has many attachments located primarily in the function
of Friendship in the Social Atom model. No one attachment is
particularly significant, rather being a part of the group or
organization is most important.
5. Searcher: looking for attachments, but not making any of
particular significance
;
never satisfied, always searching and
looking for some ideal.
The various styles of involvement are basic patterns used to cope
with and adjust to the position of being formerly married. For those
whose style it is to be exclusive it is likely that they will maintain
one primary attachment for a number of their support functions; it is
also likely that they will either move from one single primary attach-
ment to another such involvement until they either locate a marriage
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partner or someone with whom they can establish a long-term, exclusive
attachment or they have established moving from one primary attachment
to another as their life pattern. The Loner is likely to remain
unmarried and unattached to any one significant other and to avoid any
associations that would become restrictive or binding. The Worker will
evaluate relationships against their impact on peer or professional
involvement. Should he remarry, it will likely be with someone who
honors and accepts the value of his work. The Joiner will also
develop associations primarily with those who reflect an interest in
social, active involvements: he will seek to meet his support
needs primarily through friendships. Should a remarriage occur, that
relationship will likely be maintained only if it enhances social
activity. The Searcher is a person who may never have an established
or satisfactory support system; as a result, the Searcher may never
exhibit much satisfaction with self. On the other hand, the Searcher
may exhibit much concern with self and seek to better understand self
feelings and thoughts: this person searches inward as well as outward.
Focus of involvement . During the process of adjusting to being a
formerly married person, four distinct involvement focuses were
exhibited in the case studies. These four patterns are as follows.
1. Self: concerned with self-awareness and introspection with the
expectation that this will lead to growth and change.
2. Transition: temporary involvements made to bridge the loss
experience and to provide for one or more of the support
functions on an intentional interim basis.
3. Centered: goal-oriented attachments that provide grounding and
security and a sense of having worth both to self and others.
Such a focus allows growth and change with clear boundaries.
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characterized by strong ties to attachmentsthat provide a pre-married" identity, ties that often serve asanchors to the past and buffers to change.
It appears that these focuses were employed as a way of coping with the
loss experience. Whether adequate and sufficient for a complete
support system is not the concern of this paper; but they were func-
tioning patterns of involvements by the respondents that appeared to
contribute to at least minimally effective coping. To become focused
on a particular involvement may not alleviate loneliness, as Weiss
(1969) points out, but it is a step toward rebuilding a support system.
Should a person adopt a given focus to the exclusion of other involve-
ments, the adjustment may be inadequate and conducive to continued
loneliness. To have a focus, a contact, is, however, a starting place,
a step in the rebuilding process; for involvements can lead to other
involvements and these can expand to meet the various functions
required in a fully developed support system, one that has all the
functions being played through significant attachments. So, what the
case studies have shown is that the rebuilding of a separated/divorced
person's support relationships seems to involve adopting a particular
focus for establishing and maintaining attachments. How well and in
what w’ay such specific attachments are made is a function of style and
the theme or character of the loss and grief experience triggered by
emotional separation. The following outline sketches the process from
loss to a reorganized social atom.
I. Separation/divorce precipitates a loss of one or more
functions from an individual's support system.
A. Intimacy
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B. Friendship
C. Peer/Professional
D. Nurture/Responsibility
E. Guidance/Assistance
II* This results in grief, a major component of which is
loneliness
.
HI* Adjustment to the loss is influenced by the individual's
personal life style.
A. Exclusive
B. Loner
C. Worker
D. Joiner
E. Searcher
IV. Adjustment is effected by adopting a particular focus of
involvement
.
A. Self
B. Transition
C. Centered
D. Tie That Binds
V. Ideally, the adjustment process culminates with a fully
reorganized support system in which all functions are being
met
.
Implications and Possibilities
A number of areas for future use, study and exploration have
presented themselves as a result of developing the case studies; some
of these have already been mentioned, but a few others are worthy of
mention here. As Goode suggested in 1956 (p. 90), it would be useful to
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develop a way of determining or measuring the pressures and stresses
that bear on marriage since as a social relationship marriage is a
complex of interactions
- partner to partner, partners to their
physical environment, partners to children, partners to their parents,
one partner to his own sphere of involvements. A possible tool for
looking at pressure and stress points is the Social Atom model. It
allows an individual to at least look at attachments, to assess their
meaning and to determine where gaps may exist. In the same vein, the
model could be refined and adapted to assist people in looking at their
life system, how they express themselves through hobbies, values, and
activities in addition to the individual's people and organization
attachments. lor what seems most useful about the Social Atom model is
that it graphically depicts key involvements. An expansion of a
picture of involvements to include a means of seeing other forms of
self-expression should further contribute to a person's self-
understanding and growth. For some a self-diagnosis of involvements
and commitments might provide awareness of potential problems or
conflicts. For others in the midst of some difficulty, a clearer
picture of their involvements might lead to the adjustment and cor-
rection of relationships and patterns contributing to the difficulty.
Further study into the relationship of various types of loss, in
addition to marital separation, and the effects and consequent adjust-
ment to each seems called for. Parkes (1972, p. 182) points out that
little work has been done on such a comparison; for, though all losses
result in some form of grieving, the pattern of adjustment may be
uniquely influenced by the form or type of loss. It seems certain that
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loss through the death of a significant other requires one approach
for coping while a marital loss another.
Because of the work of William Glasser (1972) dealing with psycho-
logical difficulties and involvement patterns and the work of John
Cassell (1973) on illness and support systems pointing to a close
relationship of lack or loss of an adequate support system to physical
and emotional health, it might be fruitful to study the evidence of
physical and emotional ailments just before and following a marital
separation. Such a study might provide clues and information useful in
helping an individual develop some coping strategies.
Of all the phases in the process of separation/divorce, the period
in which emotional separation occurs seems most crucial to better
understand; for such understanding might lead to ways of helping a
couple deal with their difficulties before the relationship is
terminated. Most, if not all, close complex interpersonal relationships
that contain more than one of the support system functions tend to end
in an orderly manner, with each function being terminated one at a
time, usually beginning with Intimacy or relationships that are marked
by trust, caring and affection. Such a "coming apart" process might
possibly be altered if more was known about the dynamics of emotional
separation. If, however, the emotional link has been severed, and
alternative sources for emotional support found, it would likely be
quite difficult to reverse the overall separation process.
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Significance
If, out of this paper, people in the midst of ending a marriage,
people immersed in the divorce process and those people playing a
helping role for those experiencing a marital loss find some tools and
insights to facilitate their personal growth and well-being as well as
their skills, the author will feel satisfied that all involved in
developing the case studies will have served themselves and their
friends well.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
SEPARATED/DIVORCED SEMINAR OUTLINE
Outline for First Session
Emotional Dynamics and Consequences of Separation
I. Goals of seminar
A. to provide useful information about divorce/separation
B. to provide a community of support/caring
C. to provide an environment in which people can explore theirfeelings about divorce.
II. Separation/divorce causes grief reactions.
A. Anger and rage is more prominent than at a death.
B. Deep bitterness and a sense of betrayal are present.
C. Emotional swings from sadness to euphoria are common.
D. Guilt and failure are frequently present.
E. General confusion and a deep sense of loss often lead to a
lack of self-confidence.
1. Tendency to wait for the phone to ring or continually
thinking that a car stopped outside.
2. Difficulty in setting goals.
3. Tendency to be impulsive.
4. Problems with "getting going."
5. Rapid, impulsive, changes.
F. Search for a cause is a usual reaction.
III. To be separated/divorced is to be "dis ": dis functional;
disillusioned ; disgruntled; etc.
A. One tends to become a charicature of self.
B. The sense of equilibrium is lost.
XV. Sequence of consequences of separation/divorce.
A. Panic/distress
B. Getting busy, avoiding the feelings and thoughts associated
with the separation
C. "Yearning," almost a dream, for what has been lost
D. "Protest" about the "dirt" done to one by the separation
E. Apathy: "what the hell"
F. Depression: a deep sadness and heaviness
G. Adjustment: a return to a positive sense of self
H. The sequence phases of separation/divorce are not exclusive
each is present, but one is usually dominant; and one tends
to move from panic/distress to adjustment.
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V. Coping steps
A. Wind-down; acknowledge the feelings and what their cause is
- separation.
B. Ask: "What am I going to do for me."
C. Try saying: "I feel and that is okay."
D. Live each day; don’t make major plans for the future.
E. The familiar and stable is better than the new and uncertain.
. People, especially someone to lean on who can identify with
your situation, are important to be close to. In this
context it is important to avoid "toughing it out alone." It
is also important to avoid blindly accepting all the "good"
advice that will be offered.
Outline for Second Session
Continuing Relationship With Ex-Partner
!. Six Stations of Divorce as described by Paul Bohannan in Divorce
A. Emotional Separation: 1. early sign of a deteriorating
relationship, 2. marked by the withholding of love/affection.
3. One of the reasons it feels so good to be engaged and
newly married is the rewarding sensation that, out of the
whole world, you have been selected. One of the reasons that
divorce feels so awful is that you have been de-selected .
"
B. Legal divorce
C. Economic divorce
D. Co-parental divorce for those with children
E. Community separation: the change in social relationships
F. Psychic separation: regaining individual autonomy
II. Individual autonomy includes a continuing relationship
A. It is marked by ambivalence
1. A continuing emotional attachment and also a feeling of
betrayal
2. A desire for reattachment coupled with a sense of freedom:
a. companionship faded; but separation basis for some-
thing in common - a new basis for companionship and
attachment: usually this lasts for a short time
3. Sense of obligation to "help" former partner coupled with
a sense of hostility.
4. Sense of continuing kinship: being responsible for
former partner coupled with desire to be free.
B. The. division of labor, assuming roles/tasks partner had
played, is a constant reminder of partner.
1. Usually assuming roles and tasks of partner easier than
anticipated
2. To be able to assume roles/tasks an important "success"
III. Reason for continuing attachment explained through Social Atom
A. The Social Atom is the basic unit of people; the core, of
those most central to one's life.
250
B. The people in this core play
identity
"roles" basic to one's self-
1. Affection
2. Support
3. Model of action/values
4. Caring/love
C. Outside this core are other people who are friends, asso-
ciates, some of whom may have been in the inner circle.
D. Core has one to seven people
E. For some people jobs/professions may function as central
forces in one's self-understanding.
Outline for Third Session
I.
II.
III.
Impact of Separation on Friends and Relatives
Impact depends on the "plot" of the divorce: the conditions
around, situation leading to separation
A. What does the friend have invested in the relationship
B. What is consequence for friends, family
Friendship response patterns
A. Present realities of relationship: friend to each partner,
to the couple and to the context
B. Transference/projection
1. Sympathy /support for one partner
2. Judgement
3. Threat to friend's marriage: example
4. Symbol of failure/pleasure
5. Invitation to promiscuity: fantasies of a sexual
relationship
6. Vicarious grief experience
7. Others from group
8. Polite, distance, avoidance
C. Flow of response tends to be: surprise, support, withdrawal
and return to support by a remnant
The friendship group
A. Loss of a social network - especially for women
1. Particularly of network based on marriage
2. Search for friends, companionship cf those in similar
situation: create a new friendship group
B. This group is the "orbit" of people with shared values,
behavior, preferred tastes/interests
1. One's association with the group helps to determine
attitude toward divorce
2. In-laws are also a social network
C. Work situation affected to extent it functions as a friend-
ship group
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IV. Roles friends /relatives often play in leading to separation
A. A desirable alternative sex partner
1. Hetero-sexual
2. Homosexual
B. Mediator
C. Adversary
D. A desirable alternative to partner
1. Understanding
2
. Kind
3. Strong
4. Available
5. In some way superior and strong
E. Marriage broker
V. Relatives’ impact/role on separated people
A. Not unlike that of friends
B. Potential support group and threat
1. Raises questions of autonomy
2. Potential source of sibling rivalry: self with siblings;
children with cousins
3. Social position standing in parent family structure may
be altered
C. Primary commitment of in-laws tends to be to blood kin
1. Men more likely to lose touch with in-laws
2. If woman has child custody more likely to maintain
contact with family and in-laws
D. Holidays tend to accentuate the grief and memory of "how it
was" with family and partner. (Christmas especially a "life
crisis"
.
)
VI. Separated persons' reactions to family/friends
A. Raises questions of acceptability and being okay
1. A source of support in family, kin
2. A source of alienation from kin
B. Being really alone: after work, weekends especially
C. Problem of sexual exploitation
D. Children affected in much the same way as parents
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VII. An Amicable Separation
A.
B.
C.
An expression of growth in directions away from a mutual
working relationship
Love, respect still possible even though separated
Does not obliterate, replace the grieving process
V
Outline for Fourth Session
Impact of Separation On Relationship With Children
I. Like your ex-spouse your children are a part of your life.
A. They tie partners together
R. Children's awareness of an incomplete family will remain
C. Children may remind you of your past relationship with ex-
spouse
D. Awareness may move to the periphery with time
E. It is doubly hard if parent himself was a product of a
divorce
F. What the parent wanted for children regarding family life is
a shattered dream, often resulting in guilt feelings
G. Parents may feel uncertain how children feel toward parents
and about the divorce (ask child if parent has question)
II. Children increases possibility for conflict with "ex”
A. Previous conflicts children involved in between parents may
be heightened
B. Conflicts between parents may be subtly or openly acted out
through children, i.e. one parent putting down the other
C. If one partner adds to the conflict the other may retaliate
and may succeed in hurting "ex" but children also will be
affected
III. Attitudes which cannot be taught in a single parent home
A. Undertone of healthy sexuality
B. Ambivalence of child to parent (parent either right or wrong)
C. Children in a single parent home have to consciously be
taught what children in a two parent home pick up by osmosis,
i.e. man/woman relationship
D. Parent with children can favorably influence ex’s behavior
(re: money and visitations) by their attitude and behavior
E. Mother may fear effects of single parent home (homosexuality
for boys)
IV. Focus on parent who has the child/children
A. Has the living symbol of the marriage and whatever feeling
he/she has toward the ex
B. Has the responsibility for the children
1. Responsibility could be a heavy or a light one— depends on
his/her goals for self, i.e. career, personal desires,
financial hardship
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2. He/she may be angry at partner for having all the respon
sibility and may take it out on children
C. Can t be unhappy with children because he/she is the
parent — can t let children down
principle
V. Focus on parent who doesn’t have custody
A. Loneliness
B. Reassess role as father (mother) now that he is absent from
the home
C. Child needs a father at each point in his development -
nature of relationship at each point is different
D. Fear children may choose sides (or be influenced against
them)
E. Difficult to see ex-partner's influence
F. Tendency to feel like a "visiting uncle" with children
G. Difficulty in maintaining continuity with children's lives
Outline for Fifth Session
Dating and Work Activities
I. Why date:
A. Gives reassurance of being attractive and appealing
B. Can please another person as well as being pleased
C. Reassurance of worth
D. Remission of loneliness
E. Substitution of "action" for anxiety
F. Can lead to sexual gratification
II. Dating consequences
A. Sense of a return to adolescence
B. Tendency to date uncritically with people one hardly likes
1. Threatens one's self esteem
2. Begin to wonder if being "had" too easily: being used;
exploited
C. Sense that one is obliged to make commitments beyond what can
be controlled
D. "Will I make the same mistake in selecting a partner, even a
friend, as I did before?"
1. Is the scenario similar?
2. What do I want to avoid?
3. What do I want to repeat?
4. Can I change?
III. "Styles," forms of dating, making social contacts
A. Being comrades
B. Establishing a tight, exclusive relationship
C. Living together
D. Dating in a group only? with other couples
E. Role of social groups is to provide "safe" contacts
1. Either place for leads to exclusive dating or a place for
group associations
2. Support structure
IV. Feeling, experiences of being influenced by friends, relatives
A. Being protected, parental, matched
B. Being "fifth wheel"
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1. Responsible for children
2. Sense of duty to former spouse
3. How to continue "together" patterns as a "single."
D. Being chased
V. Social Groups
A. Panorama, Laramie: Mary Hancock 766-3990
B. PWP, Ft. Collins Sun. 745-3888
Notes from discussion Dating is
going out with an image of former partner
a hassle
1. a sense of being exploited (especially for women)
2. anxiety over what does he/she expect of me
often premature closure of grief
some
Outline for Sixth Session
Sex and Being Single Again
Separated/divorced persons may adopt the following life styles ininteracting sexually with the opposite sex:
A. Have sexual relation without love
1. "Abstainers" because of low sexual interest, moral values
or enjoy the freedom from feeling they have to perform
sexually
2. "Users" because
a. Engage in sex but are reluctant because of above
factors
b. Don t want to rush involvement in a love relationship
but find joy, fulfillment and companionship in having
sex as one component of the relationship
Find an opportunity to feel good about their bodies -
discover can enjoy sex again
"Counterfeit intimacy" without having to pay the full
price of a full relationship
Concerns may arise re: fear of promiscuity, fear of
discovery by children
3. "Addicts" - can be continual "counterfeit intimacy" without
movement toward greater intimacy
-sex = anesthetic against the pain of life or feelings
about former partner
-sexual conquests or traps are important
B. Participating in a love affair
-Goal may be the exploration of a new and possibly enduring
relationship
-May want love but be wary of new relationship and thus
hold back part of self from relationship
-May be different readiness on part of partners to deepen
relationship
-Affair may signify to self and others a badge of achieve-
ment and worth.
Outline for Seventh Session
How to Get, Use, Give Help
Giving Help; assumption; sharing grief is more likely to do good
than harm
A. Helpful
1. Let person tcnow it s okay to open up and show feelings —
safe
2 . Be genuine
3. Don't be afraid to show your feelings if they are
genuine. This can help other person feel understood, not
so alone.
4. Non-verbal communication can convey caring
5. Reassure person that he/she is okay, feelings of despair,
anger, etc. are "normal".
6. Your attitude is important
a. try not to be alarmed
b. frightened
c. surprised by what person is telling you
7. Be a good listener
8. Where it seems right to you, give support.
B. Not Helpful
1. If you feel depressed or ashamed it's best to not get
involved
2. Pity is not at all helpful, probably will "put off" other
person. Okay to express sympathy, if you feel it neces-
sary but do it briefly
3. Being judgmental is a poor way of "helping"
C. Grief
1. Important to grieve but also important to stop and build
a new identity
a. This building may also involve problems that a person
may wish help with. Important : always make sure you
don't make final decision for other person. Don't
let your view of his/her problems override his/her
view.
D. Honesty
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1.
If you feel the helping has gone beyond the "norm" oryou can t handle it, be sure to let person know that -
maybe suggest a person or place to get further help
E. Side benefit of helping
1. Helper often grows as a result
II. Getting Help; assumption: it's better to get "grief work" done
- not keep it inside
A. Friends you trust
1. Friends that have gone through a similar experience
B. Agencies
1. Mental Health Center
2. Minister
3. Organizations (support groups are important; serve as a
bridge not an end unto itself)
a. Parents Without Partners
b. This group
C. Family
1. May be a good place to get help
2. Family may be too close and could also be hurt by
divorce/ separation
III. Getting Help
A. Trust: important
B. Give of yourself - you get what you give
APPENDIX B
BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION SHEET
BACKGROUND INFORMATION DATE:
1. Name:
2. Present Age:
3. Number of Years Married:
4. Married at What Age:
5. Number of Children:
6. Age of Children:
7. With Whom are Children Now Living:
8. Number of Brothers, Sisters You Have:
9. Any Brothers, Sisters Ever Married: How Many:
10. Any Brothers, Sisters Ever Divorced or Separated: How Many:
11. How Long Have Your Parents Been Married:
12. Have Your Parents Ever Been Divorced:
13. Have Either of Your Parents Remarried:
14. Is Your Parent’s Marriage a Good One (from your perspective):
15. What significant bereavements did you have during your childhood,
or what personal losses of friends or relatives:
16. For How Long Have You Been Separated/Divorced:

